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Abstract
Allen, Yvonne Griggs. Ed.D. The University of Memphis. May 2014. Historical
Perspectives of Public School Elementary Principals in the United States: An Analysis of
80 Years of Studies Commissioned by the National Association of Elementary School
Principals. Major Professor: Larry McNeal, Ph.D.
The purpose of this study was to provide a historical analysis of the evolution of
the elementary school principalship in the United States during the past 80 years. The
study explored chronologically, the historical evolution of the principalship and closely
aligned the changes with the political, economic, social issues and events that
simultaneously occurred during this time period. Additionally, the study provided an
understanding of the leadership roles and responsibilities of elementary principals during
this era. The study was guided by three research questions: How has the public
elementary principalship evolved in the United States during the 20th century? How do
the political, economic, social issues and events influence the elementary principalship in
the United States? What was the status of the public school elementary principal in each
decade (1928-2008) during the 20th century and the beginning of the 21st century?
Findings from this study indicated that the elementary principalship evolved
through various stages until it became a recognized position during the mid-19th century.
Additionally, there were three dominant roles of the elementary principalship throughout
the 20th century: instructional leadership, managerial leadership and community
leadership. Each of these dominant roles was influenced by the political, economic,
social issues and events that occurred in the United States during this era.
Even though various studies and articles have been written about the evolution of
the principalship; there was limited research that focused on the direct link between the
political, economic, social issues and events that may have influenced the evolution.
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Understanding the relationship between these factors and the potential they have for
influencing future changes in the role and responsibilities of the principal is imperative,
especially if principals will be expected to adapt quickly to changes. This research
provides a framework for understanding the historical evolution of the principalship and
recognizing the potential impact of the political, economic, social issues and events on
the principalship and what it may mean for them in the future.

vi

Table of Contents
List of Tables ................................................................................................. ix
CHAPTER 1 ....................................................................................................1
Introduction ..................................................................................................................... 1
Background to the Study................................................................................................. 2
Problem Statement .......................................................................................................... 7
Research Questions ......................................................................................................... 9
Purpose of the Study ....................................................................................................... 9
Definition of Terms......................................................................................................... 9
Significance of the Study .............................................................................................. 15
Conceptual Framework ................................................................................................. 16
Limitations of the Study................................................................................................ 18
Delimitations of the Study ............................................................................................ 19
Study Overview ............................................................................................................ 19

CHAPTER 2 ..................................................................................................21
Methodology ................................................................................................................. 21
Qualitative Research ..................................................................................................... 21
Historical Research ....................................................................................................... 22
Participants .................................................................................................................... 28
Data Sources and Collection Procedures ...................................................................... 30
Data Analysis ................................................................................................................ 33
Triangulation ................................................................................................................. 41
Subjectivity Statement .................................................................................................. 42
Summary ....................................................................................................................... 45

CHAPTER 3 ..................................................................................................47
Review of the Literature and Research Findings .......................................................... 47
Introduction ............................................................................................................... 47
Historical Perspective ............................................................................................... 47
Department of Elementary School Principals (1921) ............................................... 61
Leadership Roles and Responsibilities of 20th Century Principals ........................... 64
Summary ..................................................................................................................... 125
vii

Chapter 4 ......................................................................................................127
Discussion of Findings and Conclusions .....................................................127
Discussion of Major Findings, Part I: 80 Years of Elementary Principalship ............ 128
The 1920s ................................................................................................................ 130
The 1930s ................................................................................................................ 131
The 1940s ................................................................................................................ 132
The 1950s ................................................................................................................ 132
The 1960s ................................................................................................................ 133
The 1970s ................................................................................................................ 135
The 1980s ................................................................................................................ 136
The 1990s ................................................................................................................ 137
The 2000s ................................................................................................................ 138
Discussions of Major Findings, Part II ....................................................................... 139
Status of the Elementary Principalship in the 20th and 21st Century ...................... 139
The Future of the Elementary Principalship ............................................................... 149
Political Trends in the 21st Century ........................................................................ 149
Economic Trends in the 21st Century...................................................................... 153
Social Trends in the 21st Century ............................................................................ 157
Conclusions ................................................................................................................. 165

References....................................................................................................167
APPENDICES
A: Decade Template ................................................................................................... 196
B: Ten-Year Studies Template.................................................................................... 197
C: Historical Political, Economic, Social Issues and Events of the (Decade) ............ 198
D: Summary of Ten-Year Studies by Decade............................................................. 199
E: Ten-Year Studies Trend Data (Table 4) ................................................................. 244
F: Research Findings................................................................................................... 247
G: Permission Letter ................................................................................................... 250
H: IRB Approval Letter .............................................................................................. 251

viii

List of Tables
Table

Page

1. Research Template……………………………………………………………….... 25
2. Ten Year Studies…………………………………………………………………... 27
3. Number of Questionnaires/Surveys Mailed…………………......……………….... 29
4. Ten Year Studies Trend Data……………………………..………………..…….. 244
5. Themes, Roles, and Responsibilities………..…………………………………….. 38

ix

CHAPTER 1
Introduction
This historical research study reflects the evolution of the elementary
principalship from 1928 to 2008. During this period, the National Association of
Elementary School Principals (NAESP) conducted eight Ten-Year Studies (1928-2008)
each decade concerning the “state” of the elementary principalship with the exception of
1938 (Protheroe, 2009). These studies provided a chronological insight into the evolution
of the elementary principalship.
Collectively, the eight Ten-Year Studies provided an important historical
overview concerning how the political, economic, social issues and events in the United
States influenced the elementary principalship. Individually, the studies provided more
in-depth details of the issues that were pertinent to that decade (Doud & Keller, 1998).
For example, significant U.S. events such as World War II, the Depression, the issuance
of the 1983 landmark report, A Nation at Risk, redefined public school education and the
elementary principalship in the United States (Beck & Murphy, 1993; U.S. Department
of Education, 2001; Weiss, 1992). During the past decade, the promulgation of federal
laws such as the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001 and the American Recovery
and Reinvestment Act of 2009 which included the Race to the Top (RTTT) competition
continued this trend (American Recovery and Reinvest Act, 2009; U.S. Department of
Education, 2001, 2009).
During President Obama’s first administration the emphasis shifted from NCLB
educational initiatives that focus strictly on accountability for academic results to the
RTTT initiatives that allowed school districts greater flexibility for improving student

1

performance. Some major components of RTTT included developing great school
leaders, performance compensation and competitive grants in public education (U.S.
Department of Education, 2009). For example, during the 2009-2010 school year, Race
To The Top (RTTT) competitive federal grants in the amount of $4.35 billion were
awarded to eleven states and the District of Columbia to support education reform and
innovation in the classroom (U.S. Department of Education, 2010). One objective of the
Obama’s RTTT Education Initiative was to recruit, develop, reward and retain effective
principals in America’s U.S. schools (Scott, 2011; U.S. Department of Education, 2009).
This shift has continued to redefine public school education and the public school
elementary principalship in the 21st century. In addition, this redefinition of public
school education and the elementary principalship will continue to be influenced by the
political, economic, social issues and events.
Background to the Study
During the early 1800s Horace Mann, an advocate for Universal Education and
common schools in America felt that the nation’s sovereignty was impacted by the
political, economic, social issues, and events (Mann, 1867; Parkay & Stanford, 1995;
Winship, 1896). He believed that democracy and equal economic and social
opportunities for all Americans would be based on people’s ability to make intelligent
choices. As a result, the philosophical argument and foundation for a Universal
Education in America was based on the idea that a better-educated citizenry would
increase productivity and enhance everyone’s prosperity while diminishing crime and
reducing poverty (Mann, 1867; Ryan & Cooper, 1995; Winship, 1896).
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Since the 1800s, the political, economic, social issues, and events in America
have prevailed during the 20th century in education and influenced the leadership roles
and responsibilities of public elementary school principals. Events such as World War II,
the Great Depression, the Civil Rights Movement and School Desegregation significantly
influenced the evolution of the elementary principalship during the 20th century (Beck &
Murphy, 1993; Parkay & Stanford, 1995; Weiss, 1992).
Since the release of A Nation at Risk in 1983 and the publication of the Carnegie
report, A Nation Prepared: Teachers for the Twenty-First Century in 1986, the
principal’s leadership roles and responsibilities have been redefined in America’s
schools. Subsequently, the above political, economic, social issues, and events in
America placed emphasis on principal’s leadership in schools. The principal was
challenged to become a change agent for schools by empowering others in the school,
motivating staff and students, and providing leadership to affect the culture and climate
of the school (Astin & Astin, 2001; Bolin, 1989; Fullan, 1996, 2001; Mitchell & Tucker,
1992; Weiss, 1992).
According to Beck and Murphy (1993), significant events in the United States
redefined the leadership roles and responsibilities of the elementary principal during the
20th century. The elementary principal was described in different ways from decade to
decade. For instance, the earliest acknowledgement of this role is as the value broker and
scientific manager of the 1920s. The 1950s shepherded in the principal as the
Theory-guided administrator while the 1970s transitioned the principal’s role into a
Humanistic facilitator. From decade to decade, the principalship continued to shift until
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the present day version of Transformative leader. This study will examine the political,
economic and societal factors that contributed to these shifts over time.


1920s (Value Broker and Scientific Manager)



1930s (Executive/Manager)



1940s (Democratic Leader)



1950s (Theory-guided Administrator)



1960s (Bureaucratic Executive)



1970s (Humanistic Facilitator)



1980s (Instructional Leader)



1990s (Instructional/Managerial Leader)



2000 (Transformative Leader), (Bass, 1990; Hoy & Miskel, 2005; Owens, 2004)

Even though Beck and Murphy (1993) described the principal’s leadership style in
different ways from 1920 to 1990, the literature also stated that the school principal’s title
was referred to as the school master, head teacher, teaching principal, building principal
or supervising principal during this era (Crouch, 1926; Weiss, 1992). These titles
indicated that the principal assumed the role and responsibility for the school’s
curriculum and management (Blumberg & Greenfield, 1980; MacNeil & Yelvington,
2008).
Throughout the various iterations of the principalship, the principal served as the
manager of the school and was responsible for the daily operations of the school;
including school safety, student discipline, organization of the school day, selecting and
evaluating staff and attending to other managerial tasks (Doud & Keller, 1998; National
Association of Elementary School Principals (NAESP), 2002). Today, that role has been
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redefined because principals are no longer strictly managers. The broader more
expansive role includes increased responsibilities including instructional leadership
activities, which include academic data disaggregation, formulating, implementing and
monitoring School Improvement Plans (SIP), teacher professional development, teacher
mentoring, and other related instructional leadership roles and responsibilities in the
school (NAESP, 2008; Protheroe, 2009). More specifically, principals are expected to be
instructional leaders who are responsible for promoting the school’s mission and vision,
thus leading to higher academic achievement, where all students are successful learners,
and where teachers engage all students in learning (MacNeil & Yelvington, 2008; Yukl,
2002).
In the past decade, research reiterates the idea that principal’s managerial and
instructional responsibilities should complement and support each other (Grigsby,
Schumacher, Decman & Simieou III, 2010). More specifically, principals should be
good school managers and instructional leaders in order to achieve the school’s goals
(Allen, 2008; Shellard, 2002; Stronge, 1993). Neglecting one for the other can impede
students’ achievement and school success. Yet, there must be a balance between
instructional leadership and managerial responsibilities (Allen, 2008; Boris-Schacter,
2007; Educational Research Service, 2003; Shellard, 2002; Stronge, 1993).
According to the 1998 study conducted by the National Association of
Elementary School Principals, the principal’s role has become more diverse and complex
(Doud & Keller, 1998; NAESP, 2008). For instance, during the 1990s, more emphasis
was placed on instructional leadership because of accountability mandates for student
performance, especially as measured on standardized achievement tests (Doud & Keller,
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1998). Currently, principals are concerned about having too few hours in the day to
perform instructional and managerial leadership responsibilities (NAESP, 2002). The
increased focus on instructional leadership however was in conflict with the management
responsibilities, which often leave principals with too little time to fulfill instructional
leadership activities (NAESP, 2002). According to Schomburg (2008), performing
instructional and managerial leadership activities in school require a tremendous amount
of time, when principals are constantly making daily and weekly decisions. Also,
according to the NAESP’s 2008 Ten-Year Study of the K-8 Principal, principals reported
an increase in working hours during evenings and weekends (Protheroe, 2008). The
increased hours were attributed to the expanded roles and responsibility of the job.
Even more, today’s principals are expected to be instructional and
managerial leaders in schools and to assume other roles in the community (Education
Week, 2004; Grigsby et al., 2010; Padgett, 2008). According to the NAESP 1998 TenYear Study, 1,323 K-8 principals reported that during a typical week, 81.1% of their time
was spent supervising staff (Doud & Keller, 1998). Similarly, in a study conducted by
Allen (2008) principals and superintendents, in Tennessee, both agreed that instructional
leadership was a top priority; and supervising and evaluating staff ranked as the number
one task performed by principals.
The roles and responsibilities of the principalship in the 21st century continue to
be redefined by the political, economic, social issues, and events in America. For
example, the passage of the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001 has placed
increased accountability on states and school districts to improve America’s elementary
and secondary schools (U.S. Department of Education, 2001). The NCLB Act require
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state and local school districts to further redefine principal leadership roles and
responsibilities in schools, in order, to improve students’ performance, and to achieve
federal and state accountability mandates (U.S. Department of Education, 2001). The
Obama Administration’s reform of public education foster changes in the principalship
because some components of the reform emphasized improving school leaders
effectiveness, performance compensation and competitive grants, like Race To The Top
(RTTT), for the implementation of innovative academic programs in school districts
(U.S. Department of Education, 2009).
The historical context of the elementary principalship during the 20th century
provides a foundation and frame of reference for today’s practicing and aspiring
principals. This context also provides a basis for understanding how the principals’
leadership roles and responsibilities performed in schools are historically influenced by
the political, economic, social issues, and events in the United States. These factors in
America’s society continue to influence and redefine the leadership roles and
responsibilities of the elementary principalship in the 21st century.
Problem Statement
The origin of the elementary school principalship can be traced to the mid-19th
century (Blumberg & Greenfield, 1980; Pierce, 1935). Historically, it has been difficult
to identify a definitive date when the principalship originated in the United States (Gist,
1924; Morrison, 1931). The official title “principal” did not appear in the literature until
around 1844; however, there were definite factors that led to the development of the
elementary principalship (Morrison, 1931). The position was not created; rather, it
evolved through various stages until it became a recognized position in schools. For each
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stage a new title was assigned such as: the schoolmaster, grammar master, head teacher,
teaching principal, building principal, and supervising principal (Crouch, 1926). Prior to
the recognition of the title “principal” during the 19th century, educators who were
responsible for teaching reading and writing assumed leadership duties in school.
Since the 19th century, the political, economic, social issues, and events in the
United States have influenced American education; thus influencing the roles and
responsibilities of the elementary principalship. For example, some include the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), NCLB, RTTT, Brown v Board of
Education, School Desegregation, The Civil Rights Movement, World War II, The Great
Depression, escalation of drugs, violence, and crimes in society and public schools. As a
result, the status of the elementary principalship has continued to be redefined during the
past 80 years as a result of the political, economic, societal issues, and events that
influenced American Education.
Various studies and articles have been written about the evolution of
principalship; however, limited research has focused on the direct link between the
political, economic, social issues and events that may have influenced the
evolution. Understanding the relationship between these factors and the potential they
have for influencing future changes in the role and responsibilities of the principal is
imperative, especially if principals will be expected to adapt quickly to changes. This
research will provide current and aspiring principals, education stakeholders, and policy
makers with a framework for understanding and recognizing the potential impact of the
political, economic, social issues and events on the principalship and what it may mean
for them.
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Research Questions
Based on the problem statement, the research questions to be considered are as
follows:
1. How has the public elementary principalship evolved in the United States during
the 20th century?
2. How do the political, economic, social issues, and events influence the elementary
principalship in the United States?
3. What was the status of the public school elementary principal in each decade
(1928-2008) during the 20th century and the beginning of the 21st century?
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of the study is to provide a historical analysis of the evolution of the
elementary school principalship in the United States during the past 80 years. This study
provides an understanding of the leadership roles, responsibilities, and duties of
elementary principals during this time period, which were embedded in the political,
economic, social issues, and events in the nation. Furthermore, this study explores
chronologically, the historical evolution of the principalship and closely aligns the
changes with the political, economic, social issues and events that were simultaneously
occurring during the periods discussed.
Definition of Terms
The following operational definitions are germane to the study and insure clarity
in this study.
1. Accountability – The measurable method by which a school is held responsible
for pupil outcomes (Broadnax, 2001).
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2. Bureaucratic Executive – A category of principalship that was highly
impersonal and used Max Weber’s principles of Bureaucracy to operate the school. More
specifically, a principal who used division of labor and specialization, hierarchy of
authority, rules and regulations, and career orientation to create efficiency and to
accomplish the school’s goals (Beck & Murphy, 1993; Department of Elementary School
Principals, 1968; Hoy & Miskel, 2005).
3. Democratic Leader – A category of principalship influenced by World War II
and the realities of life post-war that saw the principal as a leader who promoted
democracy, equality and emphasized participatory decision making in the school (Beck &
Murphy, 1993; Kilpatrick & Van Til, 1947; Yeager, 1954).
4. Elementary Principal – An individual who provides instructional leadership
and managerial leadership in a school with a grade span ranging from Pre-K – 8th grade
(Shellard, 2002).
5. Humanistic Facilitator – A category of principalship where the principal used
positive interpersonal skills in working with the staff to facilitate holistic human
development. The Humanistic Facilitator’s (principal) role was to create an environment
that emphasized using the conscious thinking of individuals to reflect on personal
commitments, abilities and energies in achieving the goals of the school. Principals
embraced Gregory McGregor’s Theory Y in working with employees in the school
(Abrell, 1974; Beck & Murphy, 1993; Owens, 2004).
6. Instructional Leader – a category of principalship where the principal must
possess knowledge and instructional leadership skills to effectively support the academic
program. Specially, this includes skills in observation, analysis, and improvement of
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teaching, as well as the ability to make specific recommendations to improve curriculum
and instruction (Morris, Crowson, Porter-Gehrie, and Hurwitz, 1984; Shellard, 2002).
7. Managerial Leader – A category of principalship where the principal focused
on non-instructional tasks that must be attended to when “running the school” such as
developing and maintaining a school culture and climate that fosters continuous
instructional improvement and student achievement. Managerial leadership includes the
ability to effectively manage the allocation of resources: human, fiscal, facilities, and
having an understanding of education-related legal issues and their ramifications within
the school system (Allen, 2008; Shellard, 2002).
8. Mandates – An authoritative command or instruction by representatives in
government (American Heritage Dictionary, 1985).
9. National Association of Elementary School Principals (NAESP) – A
professional organization founded in 1921, serving elementary and middle school
principals and other educational leaders throughout the United States, Canada, and
overseas to provide a unified voice for its members in local, state, and national policy
school administration (Pharis & Gratton, 2002; Protheore, 2009).
10. National Education Association (NEA) – The oldest and largest professional
educational organization in the United States committed to the cause of public education
(as well as to the well-being of its members). The NEA grew out of the National
Teachers Association (NTA), which was established in 1857. The organization
experienced a significant transformation after 1917, when the national office moved to
Washington, D.C. where it could influence federal policies. Thereafter, emphasis was
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placed on recruiting and serving the needs of classroom teachers (Cardinal, 2002;
Dictionary of American History, 2003).
11. No Child Left Behind (NCLB) 2001 Act – The eighth reauthorization of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA). The Act placed increased
accountability for states, school districts and schools to improve America’s elementary
and secondary schools (U.S. Department of Education, 2000, 2001).
12. Open System - An organization (school) that interacts with external forces in
its environment and is influenced by those forces (federal, state and local government),
organizations, school districts, parents (Hoy & Miskel, 2005).
13. Race To The Top (RTTT) – Race to The Top is the education initiative
included in the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) of 2009. RTTT is a
competitive grant program designed to encourage and reward States that are
implementing significant education reforms across four “assurance” areas: (1)
implementing standards and assessments; (2) improving teachers’ and leaders’
effectiveness; (3) improving the collection and use of data; and (4) supporting struggling
schools (American Recovery and Reinvestment Act, 2009).
14. Responsibility – Something which one is responsible for; duty or obligation
(American Heritage Dictionary, 1985).
15. Role - A psychological concept dealing with behavior enactment arising from
interaction with other human beings (Owens, 2004; Mintzberg, 1973). The role of the
elementary principal has been described as a Value Broker, Scientific Manager,
Democratic Leader, Theory-guided Administrator, Bureaucratic Executive, Humanistic
Facilitator, Instructional Leader and Managerial Leader during the 20th century (Beck &
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Murphy, 1993). Transformative Leadership emerged during the beginning of the 21st
century (Hoy & Miskel, 2005; Owens, 2004; Rasing, 2011).
16. Role Theory – A concept used to help researchers understand and predict
organizational behavior. The dynamic interaction of people with varying psychological
make-ups in the organizational setting is the domain of role theory (Owens, 2004).
17. Scientific Manager – A category of principalship where the principal was
viewed as a manager (executive) within the school. The school was a formalized
organization with differentiated roles between the manager (principal) and workers
(teachers). The asymmetrical exercise of power and discipline was executed from the top
down, in which the principal planned and set goals for the school and supervised the
workers (teachers) in executing the required tasks to accomplish the goals. The goals of
the organization were the major focus of the manager (Anderson, 2007; Beck & Murphy,
1993; Dictionary of American History, 2003; Hoy & Miskel, 2005; Owens, 2004).
18. School District – The basic unit in the education hierarchy, which starts at the
federal level and works its way to the state and then the local level. It is an educational
agency at the local level (LEA) that exists primarily to operate public schools (Lunenburg
& Ornstein, 2000).
19. State or Status of the Principalship – This refers to the principal’s personal
and professional characteristics, responsibilities, authority, decision making at the school
site, experience and preparation for the position, contracts and conditions of employment,
evaluation, issues, problems and concerns, and the future of the K-8 principalship (Doud,
1989; Doud & Keller, 1998).
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20. Ten-Year Study - A comprehensive study of the principalship conducted each
decade (1928-2008), with the exception of 1938, by NAESP documenting changes and
establishing a base for future changes in the principalship (Doud, 1989; Protheroe, 2009).
21. The Department of Elementary School Principals - The department was
established in 192l as a division of NEA (Department of Elementary School Principals,
1928, 1948; Morrison, 1935). This relationship continued until increased NEA support
for teacher collective bargaining caused this administrator group, viewed as sitting on the
opposite side of the bargaining table from teachers, to form an independent association.
In 1969 the department changed its relationship with NEA from departmental affiliate
status and changed its name to NAESP, NEA. Likewise, in 1973, the department ended
its affiliation with NEA (NAESP, 1996; Protheroe, 2009).
22. Theory-guided Administrator – A category of principalship where the
principal adheres to leadership theories that provides a foundation that guides and directs
the professional behavior and practices that are exhibited by the principal in the school.
The theory-guided principal combines skills related to teaching and managing to utilize
insights and theories drawn from educational, psychological, sociological and business
research (Beck & Murphy, 1993; Griffiths, 1959; Hoy & Miskel, 2005; Owens, 2004).
23. Transformative Leader – A category of principalship where the principal has
the leadership ability to guide, direct, and influence others to bring about a fundamental
change in individuals and social systems (school). The leader creates valuable and
positive change in followers with the end goal of developing followers into leaders (Bass,
1985; Hoy & Miskel, 2005; Jahan, 2011; London, 2011; Owens, 2004; Yukl, 1989,
2002).
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24. Value Broker – a category of principalship where the principal is chiefly
concerned with promoting traditional spiritual and civic values in schools and
communities (Beck & Murphy, 1993; Cubberley, 1923; Johnston, Newlon, & Pickell,
1922).
Significance of the Study
This historical study is important because it examines the chronological
evolution of the public school elementary principalship in the United States during the
20th century and the beginning of the 21st century. Furthermore, the study is significant
because it will provide practicing and aspiring elementary principals with a historical
understanding of how the principalship has changed the past 80 years. In addition, the
research provides practicing and aspiring principals a basis (foundation) for insights and
trends concerning the future of the public school elementary principalship in the 21st
century, and how the principal’s role and responsibilities will (may) change as a result of
political, economic, social issues, and events that occur in the Unites States. Likewise,
public school superintendents may benefit from the study because it provides a historical
overview of how elementary principals’ roles and responsibilities are directly linked to
resources (economic) that are essential to address social issues and events that occur in
schools, which have a direct impact on achieving academic school goals.
Additionally, the study can potentially benefit universities and colleges because it
provides instructional resources and data to be used in principals’ leadership programs.
Accordingly, the instructional resources should help to enhance future school leaders’
understanding and knowledge about the evolution of the public school elementary
principalship in the United States. Further, the study can be beneficial to policy makers’
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(local, state and federal). The information gained in this study is likely to enhance policy
makers’ knowledge and understanding of how political decisions and laws enacted
(education reforms) influences the roles and responsibilities of elementary school
principals in providing leadership to achieve the school’s goals. Similarly, parents and
other education stakeholders can use the findings from the study to provide knowledge
and understanding of how the political, economic, social issues and events influence the
principals’ roles and responsibilities in America’s schools. Thus, providing support for
public education and the elementary principalship at the ballot box.
The National Association of Elementary School Principals can use the research
findings in the study to assist the Association with future planning and actions on behalf
of elementary and middle-level principals in the United States. Finally, the study is
beneficial because it adds to the body of literature concerning the evolution of the
elementary principalship, and directly links how the political, economic, social issues and
events influenced how elementary principals’ leadership roles and responsibilities
changed in the United States during the past 80 years.
Conceptual Framework
Role theory is used as the conceptual framework for this research study.
According to Owens (2004), role theory is a concept used to help researchers understand
and predict organizational behavior. Role Theory is useful as a framework for this
research study, because it aids in examining relationships between individuals and
organizations, as well as interpersonal behavior (Owens, 2004).
Principals have specific roles to perform in schools, and many interactive factors
help determine the kind of performance each role will receive (Goffman, 1959).
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Likewise, when principals perform unique roles in schools, these individuals encounter
human involvement and behaviors within the organization and community (Hoy &
Miskel, 2005). The role of the principal has been described by Beck and Murphy (1993)
as follows: Value Broker, Scientific Manager, Executive Manager, Democratic Leader,
Theory-guided Administrator, Bureaucratic Executive, Humanistic Facilitator,
Instructional Leader, and Managerial Leaders during the 20th century. During the
beginning of the 21st century, the principal was described as a Transformative Leader
(Bass, 1985; Hoy & Miskel, 2005; Owens, 2004). Consequently, role performances are
shaped by the expectations of the “open system” that interacts with (federal, state and
local government) organizations, school districts, parents and individuals within the
school.
According to Griffiths (1959) and Miles (1964), elementary school principals
perform roles and responsibilities in public schools which are considered to be an “open
system” rather than a “closed system.” Elementary school principals operate in this “open
system” not only as individuals in the schools but as individuals who occupy certain roles
within the social system in schools. Accordingly, the research concerning roles and
responsibilities of elementary principals in schools focus on the “role description,
prescription, expectation, perception and manifest and latent roles” of principals (Owens,
2004, p. 126). As a result, when principals constantly interact with the school’s
environment, one of the above roles may be assumed by principals in performing
leadership responsibilities. In research conducted by Allen (2008), the following
questions in reference to the roles and responsibilities of elementary principals were
posed.
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1. What roles and responsibilities do principals perform in schools?
2. Which roles and responsibilities are more important to achieve the school’s goals?
3. What roles and responsibilities do school districts expect principals to perform?
4. What are the roles and responsibilities expected from the suprasystem?
5. What roles and responsibilities do individuals within the organization expect
principals to perform?
6. In performing roles and responsibilities in the school, do principals experience
role conflict and ambiguity?
Role theory enhances the understanding of the idiographic-nomothetic (GetzelsGuba Model) relationship in schools (Owens, 2004). Additionally, role theory
illuminates the broader interpersonal relationships that exist in schools and school
systems that impact the achievement of school goals.
Limitations of the Study
The National Association of Elementary School Principals (NAESP) did not
conduct a Ten-Year Study in 1938. Data relating to the “status” of the elementary
principalship was limited during this decade. The researcher utilized other resources to
examine the leadership roles and responsibilities of the elementary principal during this
time period. Additionally, data reported in the Ten-Year Studies may not be inclusive of
all elementary principals’ leadership roles and responsibilities that were influenced by the
political, economic, social issues, and events during the 20th century and the beginning of
the 21st century.
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Delimitations of the Study
The research delimitations are as follows:
1. This historical research study investigates the evolution of the public school
elementary principalship during the 20th century in the United States.
2. This study is limited to a historical investigation of the leadership roles and
responsibilities of public elementary school principals during the 20th century
which were influenced by the political, economic, social issues, and events in the
nation.
3. This study provides insights and trends into the leadership roles and
responsibilities of public elementary school principals in the United States during
the 21st century. However, the study is only related to the political, economic,
social issues and events that will influence elementary principals’ leadership roles
and responsibilities during the 21st century.
Study Overview
Chapter 1 includes an introduction and the important background of the study. It
also presented the problem statement, research questions, and purpose of the study. The
chapter concluded with a definition of terms, significance of the study, conceptual
framework, limitations and delimitations of the study. Chapter 2 explains the
methodology and design of the research instrument used in the study, and of the data
collection methods and analysis. Chapter 3 discusses (1) the historical perspective of the
beginning of the elementary principalship in the United States which includes details on
the influence on how the political, economic, social issues, and events influenced the
leadership roles and responsibilities of elementary principals during the 20th century and
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the beginning of the 21st century, and (2) the research findings and summary for each
decade (1920-2000). Finally, Chapter 4 provides a thorough summary of the study and
findings, including discussion, implications, and conclusions based on the research
findings.
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CHAPTER 2
Methodology
The purpose of the study is to provide a historical analysis of the evolution of the
elementary school principalship in the United States in the past 80 years. This study
provided an understanding of the leadership roles, responsibilities and duties of
elementary principals during this time period which were embedded in the political,
economic, social issues, and events in the nation. The study was based on three research
questions. The research questions addressed in the study are listed below.
1. How has the public elementary principalship evolved in the United States during
the 20th century?
2. How do the political, economic, social issues, and events influence the elementary
principalship in the United States?
3. What was the status of the public school elementary principal in each decade
(1928-2008) during the 20th century and the beginning of the 21st century?
Qualitative Research
The study utilized qualitative research methods. According to Glanz (2006),
qualitative research provides the researcher with a holistic description of events being
investigated. This approach focuses on questions that can be answered by describing how
participants in a study perceived and interpreted various aspects of their environment
(Glanz, 2006; Leedy & Ormrod, 2001). Further, according to Leedy and Ormrod (2001),
when conducting qualitative research, categories (variables) sometime emerge from the
data which leads to information, patterns, and theories that help to explain the
phenomenon being studied. Likewise, the use of qualitative research helps identify a

21

theme in the data using a process of inductive reasoning. Thus, the value of qualitative
research provides rich detail, insight, and understanding of a specific phenomenon.
Historical Research
Qualitative research focus on phenomena that occur in the “real world”. The
three methods of qualitative research used to study those phenomena are Ethnography,
Case Study and Historical (Glanz, 2006). The method of qualitative research chosen for
this study was historical. Historical research deals with the meaning of events.
Recognizing that historical research explains past events and their interconnectedness to
present conditions, this method seemed most appropriate to examine the impact of the
political, economic, and other societal events on the evolution of the elementary
principalship. Even more, historical research provides an understanding of past events
and ideas that shaped and influenced human experiences over a period of time. This type
of research is valuable and can be used to inform current practice, and to make more
intelligent decisions for the future (Glanz, 2006; Leedy & Ormrod, 2001).
The historical research in this study encompassed the origins, growth, theories,
characteristics, issues, and events of the elementary principalship. Additionally, it
emphasized the influence that the political, economic, social issues and events in the
United States had on the elementary principalship. The historical method of qualitative
research provided the background for the elementary principalship and offered insight
into organizational culture, current trends, and future possibilities for the 21st century.
According to Glanz (2006), Leedy and Ormrod (2001), historical research requires the
interpretation of data sources. Therefore, primary and secondary source data was
examined in this historical research study.
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Generally, primary sources are the essence of historical research. Primary sources
are the most valid and illuminating sources which contain raw, original, non-interpreted,
and unevaluated information. Likewise, primary source documents were written during
the era being researched and offer an inside view of particular issues and events
(Princeton University Library, 2008). The data derived from primary sources most likely
reflect the “truth” about historical events because the sources include first-hand accounts
of these events (Leedy & Ormrod, 2001). As a result, the researcher must interact with
the primary source and extract information related to the subject or topic being
researched.
In addition, data created through original research is a primary source. Such data
includes questionnaires, surveys or statistical data relevant to an event which are
produced by a researcher (University of Tampere, 2010). The Ten-Year Studies
conducted by the Department of Elementary School Principals (NAESP) in this research
study are examples of primary sources, because the studies contain original surveys and
statistical data that are relevant to the purpose of this study that the researcher reviewed,
analyzed, and summarized to address the questions posed in this study. Further, the use
of primary data strengthens the integrity and credibility of this historical research study
(Leedy & Ormrod, 2001).
In contrast with primary sources, secondary sources interpret, digest, evaluate,
analyze or criticize primary sources and reflect the assumptions and biases of authors
who wrote about primary sources (Leedy & Ormrod, 2001). Secondary sources usually
come second in the publication cycle of a subject or topic (University of North Carolina
at Wilmington, 2010). Scholars and researchers consult secondary sources to determine
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what have already been reported about a particular research subject or topic (University
of Tampere, 2010). However, by assessing, repackaging and distributing information,
secondary sources make the information more accessible. According to Glanz (2006),
secondary sources affirm or authenticate primary sources. The researcher used secondary
sources in this research study to compare the agreement or disagreement of information
related to the research topic.
Four templates were developed by the researcher to capture, examine, evaluate,
and interpret primary and secondary data sources to answer the three research questions
in the study. The templates are listed in Table 1 and will be referenced throughout the
methodology chapter.
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Table 1
Research Template
Te mplate s
Decade
(Appendix A)

Purpose

Re se arch Que stions Re fe re nce d

Primary and secondary data sources were
examined, evaluated, interpreted and
summarized each decade(1920 -2000).
Primary data sources included original
documents, books, journal articles, reports,
etc. that dated back to the late 1800’s and
early 1900’s.

Ten-Year Studies
(Appendix B)

1. How has the public elementary principalship
evolved in the United States during the 20th
century?
2. How do the political, economic, social issues
and events influence the elementary
principalship in the United States?
3. What was the status of the public school
elementary principal in each decade (1928-2008
during the 20th century and the beginning of the
21st century?

Used as a framework (guide) to write a
summary for each Ten-Year Study (19282008) that included the following:

2. How do the political, economic, social issues
and events influence the elementary
principalship in the United States?
3. What was the status of the public school
purpose of the study, number of participants, elementary principal in each decade (1928-2008
and survey instrument,
during the 20th century and the beginning of the
21st century?
Interpreted and summarized the societal
conditions included in each Ten-Year Study
Data concerning the status of the
elementary principalship in each Study
Compared and contrasted the studies
Note: The summary of each Ten-Year
Study is included in Appendix D.

Political, Economic,
Social Issues, and
Events
(Appendix C)

2. How do the political, economic, social issues
Used as a framework to examine, interpret,
and events influence the elementary
and summarize primary and secondary data
principalship in the United States?
sources each decade from 1920-2000.
A table was developed which included
information on the year (if applicable), the
issues or events, description of the issues or
events, and the impact the issues or events
had on education, thus influencing the
elementary principalship. Note: The
summary of the table is included in
Appendix D.

Ten-Year Studies
Summary

Provided a general overview of the TenYear Studies conducted from 1928-2008.

1. How has the public elementary principalship
evolved in the United States during the 20th
century?
A. Overview
Provided a written summary for each Ten- 2. How do the political, economic, social issues
Year Study.
and events influence the elementary
B. Summary of
principalship in the United States?
each Ten-Year
A summary in table form concerning the
3. What was the status of the public school
Study
political, economic, social issues, and events elementary principal in each decade (1928-2008
is followed by each Ten-Year Study
during the 20th century and the beginning of the
C. Summary of the summary.
21st century?
Political, Economic,
Social Issues, and
Events
(Appendix D)
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In this historical study, the researcher reviewed, interpreted, analyzed, and
summarized primary data from studies conducted by the Department of Elementary
School Principals (National Association of Elementary School Principals) during the 20th
century and the beginning of the 21st century. These studies were conducted each decade
from 1928-2008; with the exception of the years between 1938 and 1948. The
Department of Elementary School Principals (National Association of Elementary School
Principals) described the studies as “Ten-Year Studies” of the Elementary School
Principalship (Protheroe, 2009). The studies provided primary data concerning the status
of the principalship in the following categories:
1. Principal’s personal and professional characteristics
2. Responsibilities
3. Authority
4. Decision making at the school site
5. Experience and preparation for the position
6. Contracts and conditions of employment
7. Evaluation
8. Problems and concerns
9. Other Issues
10. The future of the K-8 Principalship
A summary of the eight 10-year studies conducted by the Department of Elementary
School Principals (National Association of Elementary School Principals) are included in
Table 2.
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Table 2
Ten Year Studies
Year

Title of Study

Purpose

1928

The Elementary School
Principalship

The study focused on the standards and training for the
elementary school principalship, summarized the status of
the principalship, and made recommendations for future
developments concerning the principalship.

1938

Study was not conducted A study was not conducted.

1948

The Elementary School
Principalship: Today and
Tomorrow

1958

The Elementary School
The study focused on the principal’s position in its
Principalship: A Research functional setting, and the principal as a person. Also, the
Study
study reported the status of the elementary principalship.

1968

The Elementary School
Principalship in 1968: A
Research Study

The study obtained information concerning the various titles
(types) of principals, described their professional and
personal characteristics, explored their duties and functions,
and obtained principals’ opinions concerning certain school
practices.

1978

The Elementary School
Principalship in 1978: A
Research Study

The study “exclusively” explored the world of the
elementary school principal. The theme for the study was
“learning to live with less” because of decreased resources,
and increased responsibilities.

1988

The K-8 Principal in 1988: The study explored the importance of the principal’s job,
A Ten-Year Study
and identified conditions principals encountered as they
provided leadership for their school’s instructional program.

1998

The K-8 Principal in 1998: The study provided answers based on principals’
A Ten-Year Study
perception concerning the effects of increased
accountability, deterioration of traditional family values, and
increased diversity in schools’ population. Also focused on
what effect these changes had on the role of the principal
and what the implications for recruitment, preparation, and
support of the next generation of principals.

2008

The K-8 Principal in 2008: The study obtained information about the education climate,
A 10-Year Study
challenges principals face, students they serve, and the
conditions they work under. Likewise, the study compared
and contrasted findings concerning the status of the
elementary principalship with previous Ten-Year Studies.

The study analyzed the status of the principalship, appraise
the progress accomplished since the 1928 study, and made
recommendations for the next decade concerning the
principalship.
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Additionally, the researcher conducted a literature review to address the purpose and
research questions in this historical study. The literature review included a historical
perspective of the beginning of the elementary school principalship in the United States
which included how the political, economic, social issues and events influenced the
leadership roles and responsibilities of elementary principals during the 20th century and
the beginning of the 21st century. Additionally, the literature review included the
research findings and summary for each decade during this era (1920-2000).
Primary and secondary source data was used in the study to provide a
chronological evolution of the principalship during the 20th century and the beginning of
the 21st century. These sources described the leadership role and responsibilities of
elementary school principals. Both sources provided data describing how the political,
economic, social issues and events in America influenced the leadership roles and
responsibilities of elementary school principals.
After reviewing each Ten-Year Study, a decade (1920-2000) template was
developed to analyze and summarize similar data found in each Ten-Year Study that was
conducted by the Department of Elementary School Principals (National Association of
Elementary School Principals). The data was presented in the literature review and
research findings in Chapter 3. The decade template is included in Appendix A.
Participants
The participants in the Ten-Year Studies conducted by the Department of
Elementary School Principals (NAESP) included public elementary school principals in
the United States (Protheroe, 2009). The participants were randomly selected from
different geographical areas in the United States and represented rural, suburban and
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urban school districts. The elementary principals’ gender, age, years of experience, type
of district, size of district, school’s size, grade span, and educational degree status, and
other pertinent information were provided. The elementary principals served schools
with grades spanning from Kindergarten through grade eight. In order to gain a
representative sample of elementary principals for each Ten-Year Study, the association
sent the number of questionnaires or surveys to elementary principals listed in Table 3.

Table 3
Number of Questionnaires/Surveys Mailed

Year of Study

No. (Questionnaires or Surveys)

1928
1938
1948

4,000
(study was not conducted)
7,500

1958
1968
1978
1988
1998
*2008

4,384
2,551
2,577
2,414
3,000
3,300

*The surveys were completed electronically (online).

Table 4 in Appendix E provided trend data (1928-2008) reported in the Ten-Year
Studies for the elementary principalship. Trend data in Table 4 for some surveyed items
dated back to the 1928 Ten-Year Study. Accordingly, trend data for other surveyed items
that appeared in Table 4 reflected the dates that the data was first collected and reported
in a Ten-Year Study. The trend data reported the status of the elementary principalship in
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the United States during the 10 year window the study was conducted. Additionally, the
trend data in Table 4 compared and contrasted the changes in the principalship over a
period of 80 years from the perspective of elementary principals who occupied the
position. Thus, changes in the principalship were a result of changes in education, which
was embedded in the political, economic, social issues, and events in the United States.
The researcher included a narrative summary of each Ten-Year Study in Appendix D,
which included the number of principals surveyed in each study.
Data Sources and Collection Procedures
The National Association of Elementary School Principals used the following
procedures and instrument to collect data that was included in the Ten-Year Studies.
The association used a descriptive survey design to collect data from public school
elementary principals. The eight-page survey instrument used in the 1998 and 2008 TenYear Studies were developed by an advisory committee whose members included
National Distinguished Principals, a representative of the Educational Research Service,
NAESP staff, and the authors of the studies (Doud & Keller, 1998; Protheroe, 2009).
Previous Ten-Year Studies’ instruments (1928, 1948, 1958, 1968, 1978, and 1988) were
also developed by advisory committees. In addition to including questions developed by
the advisory committee, the instrument included statistical data, which were relevant to
the elementary principalship during the respective decade and the National Association of
Elementary School Principals (Doud & Keller, 1998). NAESP used secondary source
documents to develop questions included on the survey that related to the future of the
elementary school principalship.
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The survey was mailed out to principals who enrolled students in grades K-8.
Principals in schools that enrolled middle grades and early childhood centers were (K-4,
K-6, and K-8) all included. The instrument included questions that were pertinent to the
principalship during each decade. Additionally, the instrument included questions that
were items of both current and historical concern to the Department of Elementary
School Principals (NAESP). A narrative summary for each Ten-Year Study provided an
overview of the survey conducted, and identified the topics covered in the questionnaire,
as presented, in Appendix D of the study. Additionally, the narrative summary included
pertinent information and data for each Ten-Year Study.
Data used in this historical study was collected by the Department of Elementary
School Principals (NAESP) during each Ten-Year Study (1928-2008). The surveys were
mailed back to the Department of Elementary School Principals (NAESP) prior to the
technology era. The surveys for the 2008 Ten-Year Study were the first surveys
completed and submitted electronically (online) (Protheroe, 2009).
The researcher used primary and secondary sources in this historical study to
collect data that addressed the research questions posed in the study. The literature
review included numerous primary and secondary sources. The secondary sources in the
literature review provided a wealth of information concerning the research questions in
the study. The researcher used the procedures listed below to collect data from multiple
primary and secondary sources to ensure the validity of the study.
Ten-Year Studies (1928-2008): The researcher spent several months retrieving the
Ten-Year Studies from the National Association of Elementary School Principals.
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The studies were archived documents; therefore, some studies had to be removed from
glass enclosures and scanned. The Ten-Year Studies served as primary data sources.
ILLiad (InterLibrary Loan Internet Accessible Database): The researcher retrieved
original primary sources that dated back to the 1800s from the University of Memphis’
InterLibrary Loan Department. For example, The Life and Works of Horace Mann
(1867), Horace Mann’s Annual Report on Education (1868), etc. Since some data
sources were sensitive and valuable, the researcher was only permitted to review the data
in the University of Memphis’ Library for a specific period of time. Likewise, the
researcher used the University of Memphis’ Library and ILLiad to retrieve secondary
data sources.
Publications: The researcher reviewed books dating back to the early 1900s,
minutes of meetings (Department of Elementary School Principals), journal articles, and
reports to answer the questions posed in the research study. For example, The Principal
and His School (1923), The Managerial Duties of the Principal (1923), The Evolution of
the Principalship (1923), etc. These primary and secondary sources were retrieved from
the University of Memphis’ Library and ILLiad. Other publications included the
Bulletins of the Department of Elementary School Principals. The researcher reviewed
articles and Yearbooks in numerous bulletins from 1921-1932 that had been placed on
microfilm in the University of Memphis’ Library.
Internet: The researcher used the internet as a resource tool to research and
collect primary and secondary data sources. For example, some data sources included the
U.S. Federal Register, legislation reports that influenced education, NCLB, RTTT, etc.
Also, the internet (Google Search Engine) was used to affirm primary and secondary

32

sources concerning the political, economic, social issues and events that had occurred in
the United States that impact education; thus, influencing the elementary principalship
during the 20th century. For example, some included The Great Depression, World
War II, etc.
Data Analysis
The purpose of the data analysis process was qualitative research, utilizing the
historical approach to research. Qualitative research provided a holistic description of
events being investigated (Glanz, 2006). Historical research methods were used to
examined, interpreted, and analyzed multiple primary and secondary data sources that
related to the research questions in the study. Collectively, the data sources provided an
understanding about the historical background and growth of the elementary
principalship, a perspective on the political, economic, societal issues, and events that
influenced the roles and responsibilities (status) of elementary principals during the past
80 years in the United States. The researcher used the procedures listed below to
examined, interpreted and analyzed data collected to answer the research questions posed
in the study.
National Association of Elementary School Principals’ Ten-Year Studies: The
Department of Elementary School Principals’ (National Association of Elementary
School Principals’) Ten-Year Studies on the status of the elementary principalship in the
United States from 1928-2008 was examined, interpreted and analyzed by the researcher.
The studies were conducted each decade for the exception of 1938. The data in the
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studies was analyzed by the Educational Research Service. The data generated from
survey responses were reported in narrative summaries and presented in charts, tables,
and graphs for each Ten-Year Study.
During each decade, the Ten-Year Studies provided an overview that reflected the
changing status of the elementary principalship, which included how principal’s
perceived their roles and responsibilities. In addition, the study provided a perspective of
the societal changes (political, economic, social issues and events) that took place during
the decade the Ten-Year Study was conducted that impacted education. Consequently,
the impact the societal changes had on education influenced the elementary principalship.
After examining, interpreting, and analyzing the eight Ten-Year Studies, the
researcher created a table that listed the year the study was conducted, the title of the
study, and the purpose of each study (see Table 2). Likewise, the researcher developed a
Ten-Year Studies Template that was used as a guide (tool) to conduct a more thorough
examination, interpretation, and analysis of the data in each study. For example, the
template included information about the purpose of the study, participants, the survey
instrument, societal conditions (political, economic, social issues and events), and data
concerning the status of the elementary principalship (see Ten-Year Studies Template in
Appendix B). Furthermore, the researcher used the template as a guide to write a
summary for each Ten-Year Study. The summary for each study is included in
Appendix D. Further, the summary for each Ten-Year Study referenced the research
questions posed in this study.
Finally, after reviewing, interpreting, and analyzing the summary for each TenYear Study, the researcher determined that the three research questions posed in the study
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had been answered. The National Association of Elementary School Principals’ TenYear Studies of the Elementary Principalship in the United States served as a primary
data source that answered the three research questions in the study.
The InterLibrary Loan Internet Accessible Database (ILLiad): Primary data
sources that had been retrieved through ILLiad at the University of Memphis’ Library
was reviewed, interpreted, and analyzed by the researcher to determine the historical
evolution of the elementary principalship. The data included original documents that
dated back to the late 1800s and early 1900s, such as books, journal articles, reports, and
minutes of meetings from the Department of Elementary School Principals (NAESP).
The primary data sources revealed how and why the elementary principalship started in
the United States. The researcher developed a Decade Template, as a guide, to aid in the
literature review, interpretation, and analysis of the retrieved documents. The template
was designed to extrapolate data that addressed the three research questions in the study.
For example, the template included information about the role of the principal,
description of the principals’ responsibilities and duties, and the political, economic,
social issues, and events that took place during the decade. The researcher reviewed and
analyzed the data for each decade from 1920 to 2000 (see Decade Template in
Appendix A).
In order to answer how the political, economic, social issues and events had
influenced the elementary principalship during the 20th century and the beginning of the
21st century, the researcher developed a Political, Economic, Social Issues, and Events
Template (see Appendix C). The template was used as a tool to review, examine,
interpret, and summarize the literature each decade from 1920-2000 found in primary and
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secondary sources that described the political, economic, social issues, and events that
took place in the United States. Some of the sources included books, literature
concerning the Great Depression, United States Federal Register, federal and state
education legislation, national reports on drugs, crimes and violence in the United States
and schools, laws enacted by the United States Congress, such as the Civil Rights Act,
the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), NCLB, RTTT, etc. that impacted
the nation from a political, economic, social issues, and events perspective. This
information was compared and contrasted with how the elementary principalship had
evolved in the United States, and how those factors had impacted and influenced the
status of the elementary principalship. As a result, tables (charts) were developed which
included information concerning the year, issues or events, description of the issues or
events, and the impact the issues or events had on education, thus influencing the
elementary principalship (see the tables (charts) in Appendix D following each Ten-Year
Study Summary).
Publications: The researcher reviewed, interpreted, and analyzed primary and
secondary sources that had been retrieved from the University of Memphis’ Library and
ILLiad to determine how the elementary principalship evolved in the United States, how
the political, economic, societal issues, and events influenced the roles and
responsibilities (status) of the elementary principalship from 1920-2000. These sources
included books, journal articles, magazines, reports, Horace Mann’s Common School
Journals, and Boston, Massachusetts’ School Board Minutes. Many of the data sources
dated back to the late 1800s and early 1920s.
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The researcher conducted an extensive review of each data source decade by
decade (1920-2000) to identify the roles and responsibilities of elementary school
principals, and to determine how societal factors had influenced the roles and
responsibilities of elementary principals in the United States. In order to extrapolate,
examine, analyze, and summarize the information, the researcher used the Decade
Template in Appendix A and the Political, Economic, Social Issues, and Events Template
in Appendix C. The researcher reviewed the primary and secondary sources listed above.
The primary sources were present during the time period being researched and provided
first-hand information concerning the research questions in the study. Additionally,
secondary sources interpreted, evaluated and analyzed primary sources (Princeton
University Library, 2008). By examining and interpreting primary sources, the
researcher was able to determine the roles and responsibilities that elementary principals
assumed each decade from 1920-2000. Likewise, secondary sources were examined and
interpreted to verify and support what had been identified in the primary sources. Thus,
this process provided an opportunity for additional comparing and contrasting the roles
and responsibilities of the elementary principal for each decade. Further, this process
authenticated the information the researcher discovered in primary sources. After
identifying the roles and responsibilities of elementary school principals each decade,
categories were formed which lead to the development of a theme for each decade (19202000) that described the elementary principal during that era (American Heritage
Dictionary, 1985; Glanz, 2006; Leedy & Ormrod, 2001). The theme for each decade
(1920-2000) and a description of elementary principals’ roles and responsibilities are
listed in Table 5.
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Table 5
Themes, Roles, and Responsibilities
Year

Theme

Roles and Responsibilities

1920

Value Broker &
Scientific
Manager

Principals promoted traditional spiritual and civic values in the
school and community. Also, principles of scientific management
were used in schools.

1930

Executive/
Manager

Principals adopted business principles to operate schools. The
principal was a bureaucratic organizer. Principals’ duties were
primarily administrative and not instructional.

1940

Democratic
Leader

Principals promoted the ideals of democracy in the school and
community. The Human Resource Movement influenced
principals to use democratic management practices, when working
with school staff.

1950

Theory-guided
Administrator

Principals used administrative theories to operate schools. The
efficacy of time spent managing detailed planning, and
implementing school activities was another role of the principal
during the decade.

1960

Bureaucratic
Executive

Principals used bureaucratic principles to manage schools and
scientific strategies for planning and measuring.

1970

Humanistic
Facilitator

Principals used Human Resources Development concepts in
schools. Thus, principals used political and personal skills to
develop humane, affectively oriented schools that connected to the
community in positive ways.

1980

Instructional
Leader

Overseeing the quality of instruction in the school was the most
important task for principals. The principal was problem solver,
resource provider, vision setter, and change agent; and was
accountable for educational outcomes in the school.

1990

Instructional and Principals balanced instructional and managerial leadership duties
Managerial
in the daily operations of the school which were imperative to
Leader
accomplish the school’s goals.

2000

Transformative
Leader

Principals were vision setters, provided staff with a sense of
purpose (mission), and had the ability to inspire workers. Principals
were responsible for meeting accountability demands from policy
makers, and stakeholders to improve achievement in schools.
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Bulletins of the Department of Elementary School Principals: The researcher
reviewed, interpreted, and summarized primary source data found in the Bulletins of the
Department of Elementary School Principals from 1921-1932 that had been placed on
microfilm in the University of Memphis Library. The combined bulletins were the first
journals published by the Department of Elementary School Principals (NAESP) after it
was established as a separate department of the National Education Association (NEA) in
1921. The articles in the bulletins were written by principals that outlined the roles and
responsibilities of principals during this era and societal factors that influenced the
principal’s role and responsibilities. A primary source that provided pertinent historical
information concerning the evolution of the elementary school principalship was the
“Yearbooks” published by The Department of Elementary School Principals (NAESP)
quarterly. Each Yearbook emphasized a topic and purpose concerning the elementary
principal’s role and responsibilities in the school. The 1928, 1948, and 1958 Ten-Year
Studies published by the Department of Elementary School Principals (NAESP) were
considered as Yearbooks for the Department of Elementary School Principals
(see Table 2).
The researcher used the bulletins to review articles and editorial concerning the
beginning of the elementary principalship, role and responsibilities of elementary school
principals during this era, and the societal factors (political, economic, social issues and
events) that influenced the elementary school principals. The researcher used the Decade
Template in Appendix A and the Political, Economic, Social Issues, and Events Template
in Appendix C to thoroughly review, interpret, analyze, and summarize the data that the
bulletins and yearbooks provided. The researcher compared the data during this
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era (1921-1931) with information found in the 1928 Ten-Year Study, original data
retrieved from ILLiad, and primary and secondary source data retrieved from the
University of Memphis’ Library. Also, the information was compared and contrasted
with the data collected using the Decade Template in Appendix A for the 1920s and 1930s
decade, and the Political, Economic, Social Issues, and Events table in Appendix D for
1920 and 1930.
Internet: The researcher used the internet to primarily search for data concerning
the political, economic, social issues, and events that took place in the United States from
1920 to 2000. The researcher reviewed the aforementioned factors decade by decade to
affirm primary and secondary data sources. The Political, Economic, Social Issues, and
Events Template in Appendix C was used as a tool to list the political, economic, social
issues, and events that took place during this era. The researcher compared the list of
factors in Appendix C with the data that had been examined, interpreted and summarized
using the Decade Template in Appendix A concerning the political, economic, social
issues, and event; and the roles and responsibilities of principals during each decade.
Additionally, the researcher compared the Ten-Year Studies’ Summary in Appendix D
with the factors listed in Appendix C. After comparing, contrasting and analyzing the
above data, the researcher determined the political, economic, social issues, and events
that had impacted education; thus influencing the roles and responsibilities of elementary
principals in the United States during the past 80 years. Finally, the researcher listed in a
table (chart) each decade (1920-2000) in Appendix D the political, economic, social
issues, and events that had been identified that influenced the elementary principalship.
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The researcher listed the date, issue or event, description of the issue or event and the
impact or influence on the elementary principalship during each decade.
Finally, after the researcher examined, interpreted, analyzed, and compared
multiple primary and secondary data sources, common themes and perspectives emerged
that answered the research questions posed in the study. This process strengthened the
credibility of data collected, analyzed, and validated the research findings.
Triangulation
The researcher utilized the process of triangulation in this research study by
examining primary source materials and data that provided first-hand information about
the evolution of the elementary principalship in the United States during the past 80
years. Triangulation is common in qualitative research and is a method utilized by
researchers to check and establish validity in their studies by analyzing a research
question from multiple perspectives (Guion, Diehl, McDonald, 2011). For example, in
using triangulation, the researcher examined and compared multiple data sources in
search of common themes and information to support the validity of the research
findings. Further, triangulation strengthens the credibility of data collection and analysis,
and research findings.
Primary source materials described the roles and responsibilities of elementary
school principals each decade and explained how the political, economic, social issues
and events in the United States influenced the elementary principal’s role and
responsibilities during each decade. Further, secondary source materials and data were
used to provide interpretations and supported primary source materials. Finally, the
researcher reviewed the information and data from the Ten-Year Studies (1928-2008)
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conducted by the National Association of Elementary School Principals. The studies
provided an overview that reflected the changing status of the elementary principalship,
which included how principals perceived their roles and responsibilities. In addition, the
study also provided a perspective of the societal changes which referenced the political,
economic, social issues, and events that took place during the decade that impacted
education, and thus influenced the roles and responsibilities of the elementary
principalship.
In summary, the researcher triangulated the research by comparing and analyzing
multiple data sources used in this research to determine if the data sources were
congruent, and answered the research questions posed in the study. Each data source
provided similar, if not the exact information, in describing how the elementary
principalship evolved in the United States the past 80 years, the roles and responsibilities
of elementary school principals, and how the political, economic, social issues, and
events in the United States influenced the elementary principalship. The multiple data
sources collected and analyzed in the research established validity in the study by
analyzing the research questions from multiple perspectives. Therefore, the use of
triangulation in this research study strengthened credibility of data collected, analyzed,
and the research findings.
Subjectivity Statement
The researcher of this study served as an elementary principal for 25 years in a
rural school district in West Tennessee. During that period, the researcher’s roles and
responsibilities as an elementary school principal changed significantly. When the
researcher’s roles and responsibilities changed, they were in direct or indirect response to
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what was happening politically, economically or socially in Tennessee or the United
States. For example, when the researcher first entered the principalship, the researcher’s
roles and responsibilities were primarily management of the school and supervision of
teachers. Historically, the aforementioned tasks had been the role of the elementary
principal. However, during the 1970s standardized test scores declined in the United
States and the public lost confidence in the public education system (Parkay & Stanford,
1995). As a result, the public was reluctant to support methods of taxation to finance
public schools (Ornestein & Levine, 2000). Thus, during the 1970s and 1980s education
stakeholders, parents and policy makers demanded accountability in America’s schools.
It was during this period that laws such as Public Law 94-142 were passed by the U.S.
Congress that addressed education accessibility for handicap children. Further, the
Human Resource Model in education and the Effective Schools Movement emerged.
Accordingly, the Accountability Movement in the United States influenced the
researcher’s roles and responsibilities as an elementary principal.
In addition to the Accountability Movement of the 1970s and 1980s, the
researcher’s role and responsibilities in the school was further influenced by increased
accountability mandates from policy makers, and the escalating social issues and events
in America’s schools. For example, Goals 2000 (Educate America Act), the
Restructuring Movement in education, Transformative Leadership and NCLB
significantly influenced the researcher’s role and duties in the school. The researcher’s
role was not primarily a manager of the school and supervision of teachers as previously
mentioned; but evolved to an instructional leader, academic data analyst of standardized
test scores, facilitator of school improvement plans, and the public relation manager for

43

the school. Furthermore, in addition to the above responsibilities, the researcher’s role
and responsibilities in the school was also influenced by social issues and events that took
place in the United States. For example, increased diversity in the school population,
growth in single-parent households, the advent of latch key children, and escalated drug
use and violence in schools. As a result, the researcher’s responsibilities were expanded
to facilitate the development and execution of school safety plans, implementing a school
breakfast program and after school programs, and increasing parental involvement
programs to address academics and social issues and events.
During the researcher’s tenure as an elementary school principal, the political,
economic, social issues, and events in the United States influenced the roles and
responsibilities of the elementary principalship in America’s schools. Overall, the school
became the institution that served as the panacea to address social issues and events that
occurred in society and laws were enacted to codify these new responsibilities. Thus,
policy makers enacted laws and mandated schools to address the issues as part of the
curriculum. In many instances, policy makers’ political platforms were based on social
issues and events, and laws were enacted without regard to the economic conditions of
the nation at that time. Hence, the profession and the researcher encountered inadequate
financial resources and found it very difficult to adequately perform their duties to
implement laws enacted by policy makers.
The researcher’s tenure and experience as an elementary school principal for two
and one half decades greatly shaped the research for this study. The changes in the
researcher’s roles and duties over a 25 year career prompted the researcher to examine
the historical evolution of the elementary principalship over the past 80 years.
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Furthermore, the researcher had personally experienced first-hand how the political,
economic, social issues and events impacted education, and thus influenced the
researcher’s roles and responsibilities in a rural school district. Likewise, as the
researcher traveled across the United States serving as the President of the National
Association of Elementary School Principals, the researcher discovered that other
principals in rural, suburban and urban school districts echoed the influence of how the
political, economic, social issues, and events in the United States impacted education,
thus influencing the roles and responsibilities of the elementary principalship.
Consequently, the researcher developed an interest in examining how the political,
economic, social issues and events had influenced the elementary principalship for the
past 80 years in the United States.
Summary
The purpose of the study was to examine the historical evolution of the
elementary school principalship. The evolution of the principalship will lead to an
understanding of the leadership roles and responsibilities of elementary school principals
during the 20th century and the beginning of the 21st century, and how the political,
economic, social issues, and events influenced the elementary principalship. The study
was based on three research questions concerning the purpose of the study. The research
questions addressed in the study were:
1. How has the public elementary principalship evolved in the United States during
the 20th century?
2. How do the political, economic, social issues, and events influence the elementary
principalship in the United States?
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3. What was the status of the public school elementary principal in each decade
(1928-2008) during the 20th century and the beginning of the 21st century?
This is a qualitative historical research study. The study examines primary and
secondary source data including analyzing, and summarizing primary data from TenYear Studies conducted by the Department of Elementary School Principals (NAESP).
The participants in the Ten-Year Studies were K-8 public elementary school principals.
Participants were randomly selected from diverse geographical areas in the United States,
and represented rural, suburban and urban school districts. A survey instrument was used
to collect primary data from elementary school principals with pertinent questions that
were relevant to the principalship during each decade. In addition, the study included
other primary and secondary data sources retrieved from the University of Memphis’
InterLibrary Loan Internet Accessible Database (ILLiad), the University of Memphis
Library, and the internet. These sources were examined, interpreted, analyzed, and
compared to address the research questions posed in the study. Additionally, the use of
triangulation in the study strengthened the credibility of data collection and analysis, and
research findings.
The next chapter discusses the historical perspective of the beginning of the
elementary principalship in the United States. In addition, the chapter includes how the
political, economic, social issues, and events influenced the elementary principalship
during the 20th century and the beginning of the 21st century. The chapter also discusses
the research findings and summary for each decade (1920-2000) during this era.
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CHAPTER 3
Review of the Literature and Research Findings
Introduction
This chapter discusses the research literature available on the evolution of the
elementary school principalship and the research findings. The chapter includes a
historical overview of the elementary school principalship in the United States which
highlights the political, economic, social issues, and events that influenced the leadership
roles and responsibilities of elementary school principals during the 20th century and the
beginning of the 21st century. Each decade during this era (1920-2000) is followed by
research findings and a summary. A summarization of the findings concludes the
chapter.
Historical Perspective
The elementary school principalship’s origins can be traced to the mid-19th
century (Pierce, 1935). However, the official title “principal” did not appear in the
literature before 1844 (Blumberg & Greenfield, 1980; Morrison, 1931). According to
Gist (1924) and Morrison (1931), it has been difficult to identify a definitive date when
the title “principal” originated in the United States. An annual report produced by the
City of Albany, New York inferred that the title of “principal” had been used since the
organization of the school system in 1844 (Morrison, 1931). On May 1, 1867, the
minutes of the Albany‘s Board of Education meeting referenced paying principals
additional compensation for making fires to heat their respective schools during the
winter season of the year (Morrison, 1931).
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Even though the actual date when the title “principal” was first used was difficult
to trace, there were definite factors that led to the development of the elementary
principalship. The position was not created; rather, it evolved through various stages
until it became a recognized position in schools during the mid-19th century (Pierce,
1935). According to Blumberg and Greenfield (1980), Pierce (1935) and Sears (1881),
the following factors led to the development of the principalship: (1) the rapid growth of
cities, (2) the grading of schools, (3) the consolidation of departments under a single
“principal,” (4) the freeing of the “principal” from teaching duties, (5) the recognition of
the “principal” as the supervisory head of the school, and (6) the establishment of the
Department of Elementary School Principals within the National Education Association
in 1921.
Prior to the recognition of the title “principal” during the 19th century, educators
who were responsible for teaching reading and writing assumed leadership duties in
schools. These leadership duties mirrored the leadership roles and responsibilities of
principals of the 20th century (Weiss, 1992). Since the position of principal evolved,
rather than being created (Pierce, 1935), the following section provides a historical
context for the evolution of the principalship in the United States.
Colonial America. The first documented system of public education in the
United States was in Boston, Massachusetts in the middle of the 17th century (Gist, 1926;
Weiss, 1992). The first public school in Boston was established in 1635, five years after
Boston was founded and a year before Harvard College was established (Johnson,
Dupuis, Musial & Hall, 1994). The school was called the Latin Grammar School for
boys. The grammar school was a secondary school, and the main purpose of the school
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was to prepare young men for college. This idea spread quickly to other towns and within
16 years, eight towns had Latin Grammar Schools in operation (Johnson et al., 1994).
According to Gist (1926) and Sears (1881), much of the recorded history about the rise of
public education in the United States is based on public school education in
Massachusetts, which was one of the northern colonies. Additionally, the recorded
history mirrors the beginning of early colonial school systems.
In 1647, the Massachusetts’ General Court enacted the Old Deluder Satan Act to
strengthen an earlier law that required parents to teach their children how to read
(Johnson et al., 1994; Ornstein & Levine, 2000; Ryan & Cooper, 1995). The colonial law
required every township of 50 households or more to appoint a teacher to instruct
children to write and read. Further, it was the responsibility of the households to pay the
teacher. If parents would not or could not educate their children; the government was
obligated to take on that responsibility (Hinsdale, 1898; Johnson et al., 1994; Ryan &
Cooper, 1995). The same law also required every township of 100 households to set up a
“Grammar School” with a Schoolmaster, who would be responsible for preparing
children for the university (Johnson et al., 1994; Sears, 1881). The Old Deluder Satan
Act served as a model for similar laws that were enacted in other colonies. In this way,
the New England laws set the precedent that civil government had authority over
education (Johnson et al., 1994; Ryan & Cooper, 1995).
In 1683, Colonial law required every town of 500 households to establish and
maintain two Grammar and Writing schools (Hinsdale, 1898; Weiss, 1992). Grammar
Masters were appointed to teach reading, grammar, geography and other higher subjects;
however, Writing Masters were appointed to teach only writing and arithmetic.
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Eventually, both schools were included in the same schoolhouse; however, the
appointment of two distinct Masters continued into the 19th century (Hinsdale, 1898;
Weiss, 1992). The schools later became known in Boston as “common schools” (Mann,
1839).
The Dame school was another type of school that was common during the
colonial era. The Puritans of Boston used the Dame schools to provide for primary school
education. These schools were held in homes for children ages four through seven and
were supported by modest fees from parents (Parkay & Stanford, 1995). Dame schools
provided initial instruction for boys and, often were the only schooling available for girls.
The schools were taught by women, and children learned only the barest essentials of
reading, writing and arithmetic (Parkay & Stanford, 1995). Children only attended Dame
schools for a few weeks. These schools provided children basic reading skills for
religious purposes, which were mandated by colonial law.
Prior to the American Revolutionary War, colonial schools were associated with
the church as it was important for everyone to be able to read the Bible and interpret its
teachings in order to receive salvation (Johnson et al., 1994; Mann, 1867). Thus the laws
enacted during the colonial era in the United States promoted a religious doctrine in
schools; therefore, the objectives of colonial schools were purely religious.
Consequently, the laws led to the creation of schools with very limited and narrow
curricula (Parkay & Stanford, 1995).
During the colonial period, the term “common school” referred to schools that
provided education for the average person. The American Revolution of 1776 dissolved
America’s ties with Europe and freed the thirteen colonies from British rule (Parkay &
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Stanford, 1995). According to Ryan and Cooper (1995), to preserve the freedom that the
colonies had fought for, a system of education was essential; allowing citizens to become
intelligent and participating members in the new democracy. Following the precedent
already established in New England that allowed civil government authority over
education; the new republic passed the Northwest Land Ordinances of 1785 and 1787 for
maintaining public schools (Johnson et al., 1994; Ryan & Cooper, 1995). Further,
leaders like Benjamin Franklin, Thomas Jefferson and Noah Webster believed that
education could shape the lives of people, and assisted in proposing plans that would
transform young people into good American citizens (Parkay & Stanford, 1995). They
also believed that if a strong democratic government was going to exist, there should be
universal education for all citizens in America.
Universal education in America. Horace Mann was an advocate for Universal
Education in America and common schools (Parkay & Stanford, 1995). In fact, he
helped establish “common schools” in Massachusetts. Mann felt that the nation’s
sovereignty was impacted by the political, economic, social issues, and events of the
times. This was the foundation of his argument for a Universal Education in America. A
Universal Education was critical to promote a strong democracy (Cremin, 1957; Mann,
1867). Horace Mann explained that people’s ability to make intelligent choices depended
on a basic education for all. He also compared a universal education as a right for
people, just like the rights for which the American Revolutionary War had been fought to
free the colonies (Mann, 1867; Ryan & Cooper, 1995). Other supporters of the common
school also emphasized its influence on the economic and social effects in the nation.
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They argued that a better educated citizenry would increase productivity and enhance
everyone’s prosperity, while diminishing crime and reducing poverty (Ryan & Cooper,
1995).
The Universal Education Movement gained momentum between 1820 and 1850,
and was strongly influenced by Horace Mann who worked tirelessly to convince people
that the nation’s interests would be well served by a system of universal free schools for
all (Ornstein & Levine, 2000). The following appeal for a tax-supported school system
still resonates with people today:
It (a free school system) knows no distinction of rich and poor, of bond and free,
or between those, who, in the imperfect light of this world, are seeking, through
different avenues, to reach the gate of heaven. Without money and without price,
it throws open its doors, and spreads the table of its bounty, for all the children of
the State. Like the sun, it shines, not only upon the good, but upon the evil, that
they may become good; and, like the rain, its blessings descend, not only upon
the just, but upon the unjust, that their injustice may depart from them and be
known no more. (Mann, 1868, p. 754)
Horace Mann helped to establish “common schools” in Massachusetts.
Unlike the Latin Grammar Schools, organized for upper-class males, the common
schools were designed to provide a basic education for all children, regardless of their
gender and socio economic status (Johnson et al., 1994; Mann, 1839). Furthermore, the
annual report of the school committee of the city of Boston (1866) supported Mann’s
belief about common schools. The report discussed the proportion of children educated
in common schools as opposed to those educated at private expense. The committee
believed that all children should attend common schools regardless of their socio
economic status. This belief was reflected in the following statement given in the
committee’s report, “These schools, established for the whole people, are to become
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more and more the pride of the whole people, -- not a charity for any, but a privilege for
all” (Annual Report of the School Committee of the City of Boston, 1866, p. 7).
In 1826, Massachusetts passed a law that required every town to elect a school
committee responsible for all the schools in the town (Gist, 1924). This was the
beginning of organizing public schools into a school system under a single authority.
The common school movement laid the foundation of the American public school
system. As the nation expanded westward and new states were admitted to the Union,
they, too, established a public school system. In the South, however, the establishment of
common schools was delayed until after the Civil War (Ornstein & Levine, 2000).
In 1837, the Massachusetts Legislature established the first state board of
education and appointed Horace Mann as its first secretary (Cremin, 1957; Hinsdale,
1898; Mann, 1867; Ornstein & Levine, 2000; Sears, 1881; Winship, 1896). During this
time, Horace Mann published one of the earliest professional journals in the country, The
Common School Journal. He used the journal to keep educational issues before the
public. For example, he expressed his views on the dilapidated condition of
schoolhouses in Massachusetts, and the impact they had on children’s health and
character. Mann (1842) compared the small schoolrooms to a spacious hog pen for 120
hogs. He stated, “In our schoolrooms we practice a slave-ship stowage of the children”
(Mann, 1842, p. 69). As a result, he presented examples of exemplary school houses’
floor-plans in the journal that had been constructed in cities and towns who had taken the
lead in reforming school buildings (Mann, 1842). Additionally, Mann (1839) wrote
extensively about the purpose and responsibilities of school committees. Presenting his
philosophy of education and his opinions concerning educational issues in the journal,
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won him national support and greater recognition for public schools (Ornstein & Levine,
2000). His ideas became known in the United States and abroad.
In 1852, Massachusetts passed the first compulsory elementary school attendance
law in the country. The law required all children to attend school. By 1900, thirty-two
other states had passed similar compulsory education laws (Johnson et al., 1994).
Overall, the common school movement led to the free, and public locally and federally
controlled elementary schools of the 19th, 20th and 21st century (Parkay & Stanford,
1995).
Beginning of the elementary principalship. As the number of schools, teachers
and student enrollment increased, school committees (boards) spent additional hours
monitoring the growing schools. This led to the creation of the first documented
superintendent position in Providence, Rhode Island in 1839 (Gove, 1899). The
superintendent position was noted as having a brief existence in Springfield, Illinois in
1842 (Gove, 1899). In 1851, Boston created its first superintendent position (Sears,
1881; Weiss, 1992). The position freed school boards from the countless hours required
to monitor schools. The superintendent became the chief supervisor of the school system
and monitored the quality of education provided in the schools (Gove, 1899; Weiss,
1992). According to Gove (1899), the school board allowed the superintendent to govern
the schools; however, the school board continued to set policies (rules). It was the
responsibility of the superintendent to implement the policies in the school system.
During the 19th century, the school superintendent was responsible for evaluation
of teachers, discipline, and administrative work in the schools (Gove, 1899; Weiss,
1992). According to Blumberg and Greenfield (1980) and Weiss (1992), the rapid
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growth of cities during the mid-19th century caused student enrollment, schools, and staff
to rapidly increase. The superintendent did not have sufficient time to manage and
supervise schools in the system; therefore, he appointed a person in each school to
assume administrative duties and to report to him on a regular basis. These individuals
also had teaching responsibilities in the school (Otto, 1934; Weiss, 1992). These
individuals were not initially called principals; however, they were given other titles.
According to Crouch (1926), the elementary principalship evolved in the following
stages: (1) one teacher (School Master), (2) head teacher, (3) teaching principal (part
time), (4) building principal (full time) and (5) supervising principal (full time).
One Teacher. The One Teacher (School Master) was the first stage of the
evolution of the elementary principalship. The teacher was referred to as the school
master (Crouch, 1926; Department of Elementary School Principals, 1928). The teacher
was the Schoolmaster of a primary or grammar school. The school master was
responsible for teaching all subjects to students at all levels (Goldman, 1966). Other
responsibilities included keeping records, caring for the building, and submitting required
reports (Blumberg & Greenfield, 1980). The role of the school master continued in many
rural areas throughout the 19th and early 20th century (Crouch, 1926).
Head Teacher. The Head Teacher was the second stage of the evolution of the
elementary principalship. The Head Teacher was in charge of the entire school. As
schools increased enrollment, the number of teachers also increased. Therefore, there was
a need to have a person in charge of the whole school (Department of Elementary School
Principals, 1928, 1948, 1968; Weldy, 1979). The title of the head teacher varied from
“chief teacher” to “head teacher” to “principal teacher.” Even though the title of the head
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teacher varied, the duties were similar in all schools. The general duties of the head
teacher included keeping a register of names, ages, and residences of students; examining
scholars; reporting semi-annually to the Secretary of the Board of Education the number
of scholars in the school; giving the board’s secretary the name, address, and other
information on each teacher appointed; excluding unruly students; making rules for the
use of school premises; expelling, suspending, and readmitting pupils; and arranging
classes to provide exercises during the morning and afternoon (Department of
Elementary School Principals, 1928, 1948; Otto, 1934; Weiss, 1992). According to
Pierce (1935) and West (1925), teaching remained the chief function of the head teacher.
Although the head teacher handled general duties and clerical issues, there was a growing
need to assist teachers with problems of instruction. This need paved the way for the
next stage of the evolution of the principalship, the teaching principal.
Teaching Principal. The Teaching Principal was the third stage of the evolution
of the elementary principalship. The teaching principal was the head of a public school
in large city school systems in the United States (Department of Elementary School
Principals, 1928, 1968; Pierce, 1935). During the mid-19th century, student enrollment
continued to increase. As a result of this growth, clerical duties expanded and the
number of new teachers increased in the schools. Many of the new teachers had limited
teaching training; therefore, the teaching principal had to supervise and assist the new
teachers (Pierce, 1935; West, 1925). The teaching principal was still responsible for
teaching his own classes; therefore, the superintendent hired assistants, capable of
teaching, to relieve the teaching principal of his teaching duties to supervise novice
teachers (Department of Elementary School Principals, 1958; Pierce, 1935; West, 1925).
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According to Gist (1924) and Goldman (1966), supervising and assisting teachers was the
teaching principal most important work in the school.
The need for supervising the entire school made it necessary for superintendents
to relieve the teaching principal of some teaching responsibility (Department of
Elementary School Principals, 1928). In 1866, Boston was the first large city in the
United States to release teaching principals from teaching duties. In 1867, other public
school systems in large cities relieved principals from all teaching duties (Weiss, 1992).
In rural communities, the teaching principal continued to perform clerical duties,
supervise teachers and teach full-time. This situation continued in certain rural locations
in the 20th century (Weiss, 1992).
The elimination of teaching duties provided principals time to complete clerical
and administrative tasks. It gave them more time to assist teachers, and to act as
supervisors for the improvement of instruction. The elimination of teaching duties also
allowed for the beginning of a supervisory role for principals in schools, which until the
late 19th century, had been the responsibility of the superintendent in large cities, and the
school committee in smaller districts (Pierce, 1935).
Building Principal. The Building Principal was the fourth stage of the evolution
of the elementary principalship. The Building Principal had limited training or
preparation for supervisory duties given the lack of supervisory experience, the natural
tendency was to emphasize more concrete administrative responsibilities (Goldman,
1966). Prior to the Civil War, there was a movement in the United States to release
principals from teaching duties; however, it was curtailed by the Civil War (Cubberley,
1923). After the Civil War, public school enrollments increased in the cities; additional
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school buildings were constructed and housed larger student bodies; and school systems
became more complex organizations (Cubberley, 1923; Department of Elementary
School Principals, 1928).
Due to the increase in schools and student population, the superintendent was
unable to visit and evaluate all the schools in the district. As a result, the superintendent
released the teaching principals from his/her teaching duties and the principal assumed
the superintendent’s individual building responsibilities; therefore, he was called the
building principal (Department of Elementary School Principals, 1928, 1968; Morrison,
1931). The Building Principal was responsible for clerical and administrative tasks.
The concept of supervision to improve instruction did not receive much emphasis
from the building principal. The building principal dedicated limited attention towards
improving instruction, but supervision required the principal to monitor the teachers in
regard to student achievement, and to make sure school system policies were being
implemented in the school (Morrison, 1931). The building principal did not see himself
as a supervisor to improve instruction; but rather, as the manager of the building and
custodial of school records. In fact, the building principal did not see himself as a key
figure in education until the decade of the 1920, when the Department of Elementary
School Principals was organized (Goldman, 1966).
Supervising Principal. The Supervising Principal was the final stage of the
evolution of the elementary principalship according to Crouch (1926). The previous
stages in the evolution of the principalship were forced by growth in student enrollment,
larger schools, increased number of teachers, and a more complex school organization.
The final stage in the evolution of the principalship was advanced by the creation of the
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Department of Elementary School Principals in 1921, which professionalized the
principalship (Crouch, 1926; Department of Elementary School Principals, 1928).
The Department of Elementary School Principals (1928) and McMurry (1913)
categorized the duties of principals in the following groups: (1) clerical, (2) routine
management and (3) supervision. McMurry (1913) emphasized that group one and two
could be completed by minor staff in a school because they required minimum
experience or ability; however, principals should embrace group three. Principals should
be the real heads of schools, and engage in supervision, and curriculum evaluation and
revision. The responsibilities of the supervising Principals would be the improvement of
instruction, the training of teachers and the improved quality and quantity of instructional
materials (Crouch, 1926; Department of Elementary School Principals, 1968; McMurry,
1913; Underwood, 1923).
The Elementary Principalship of the Early 20th Century. During the dawn of
the 20th century, principals became more involved with supervisory duties that would
assist teachers to improve instruction (Pierce, 1935). Superintendents expected more of
principals in terms of the quality of work that took place in classrooms. According to
superintendents and school boards, the supervising principals did more to improve
instruction, in the school, than all the other managerial duties combined (Pierce, 1935).
Around 1908, principals and superintendents met regularly to discuss educational
goals and objectives. This became an established practice that still exists in the 21st
century (Pierce, 1935; Weiss, 1992). Principals were responsible for introducing new
materials and subject matter into their schools. For example, uses of seat work,
development of tests in English, classes in nature study, development of drill materials in

59

arithmetic and others (Pierce, 1935). Also, during this era, principals in city and rural
schools began evaluating and rating teachers for efficiency and competence.
The principal’s role in selecting and assigning staff became an issue in the early
20th century. According to Pierce (1935), principals endeavored to have a voice in the
selection of new teachers, the right to assign teachers to grades and rooms within the
school, and a voice limiting the freedom of teachers to transfer from school to school as
they chose. This issue has continued during the 20th and 21st century.
Many of the new responsibilities of the principalship in the early 20th century
were included in superintendents and school boards reports (Weiss, 1992). According to
Pierce (1935), principals also initiated many of these new responsibilities and activities.
A few of the activities and responsibilities included pupil clubs, supervision of
playground activities at recess, pupils activities for promoting courtesy, safety patrols
clean-up activities and school newspaper (Department of Elementary School Principals,
1928).
In 1918, William S. Gray, a professor at the University of Chicago, was
concerned about defining the role of the school principal. He went so far as to conduct a
survey on what was the most important part of a principal’s work in the supervision of a
school (Gray, 1918). He was surprised to find that the four documented principals’
responses had different views about supervision. The most common responses were 1)
classroom observation of instruction, 2) completing routine school duties, 3) being a
cheerleader for teachers, and 4) administering formal and informal tests to determine the
strengths and weaknesses of the instructional program. Gray (1918) expressed concern
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that principals devoted their time and energy to widely different types of activities, and
felt that supervisory duties should be defined.
According to Gray (1918), many principals felt bogged down by the demands of
routine school duties. Thus, less time was spent for the improvement of instruction.
Further, Gray (1918) noted that principals implemented procedures in schools and
solicited ideas from teachers that freed up the principal. Hence, the principal had more
time to focus on improving instruction in the school. In this same study, Gray (1918)
used the example of a principal placing a “faculty exchange box” in the office for notes
and suggestions. Teachers were instructed to visit the box several times during the day.
He later asserted that this was the beginning of the teacher mailbox that is in every school
today, and the beginning of principal notices to staff, replacing the principal going to
each staff member individually (Gray, 1918).
Gray (1918) promoted time management procedures for school principals. He
suggested that principals review closely the organization of the school day, and find ways
to make it more efficient. Along with his ideas on time management, Gray (1918)
promoted the idea of meeting with staff once a month or bi-weekly. This may have been
the beginning of faculty meetings that still exist in the 21st century. He was an advocate
for promoting supervision and the improvement of classroom teaching, as the most
important responsibility of the principal.
Department of Elementary School Principals (1921)
In 1921, the position of principal became professionalized with the establishment
of the Department of Elementary School Principals (Morrison, 1935). The Department
was an affiliate of the National Education Association (Department of Elementary School
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Principals, 1928, 1948). The major purpose of the Department was to elevate the
scholarship and administrative efficiency of the elementary school principalship
(Department of Elementary School Principals, 1948). The department encouraged
principals to write about their profession, study their profession, and further elevate and
professionalize the principalship (Pierce, 1935). Prior to this time, the principalship had
been written about from the perspective of the superintendents and individuals outside the
profession. It was not until the 1920s that experiences, duties and challenges concerning
the principalship was actually written by principals.
The Department of Elementary School Principals published its first annual
yearbook in May 1922 and its first Ten-Year Study in 1928 (Morrison, 1935; National
Association of Elementary School Principals (NAESP), 1996). The association identified
the principal with a position of leadership and began to research topics and collected data
that was pertinent to the profession (Morrison, 1931). Principals contributed articles,
research, and information that were shared with other principals for the first time in the
history of the profession. Professionally, this led to high standards for principals (Pierce,
1935). The Bulletin of the Department of Elementary School Principals, beginning in
1921, provided documentation about the evolution of the principalship that was written in
articles and editorials (Pierce, 1935). The journal was initially published four times a
year, but increased to five times a year in 1935 (NAESP, 1996). In 1932, the Department
of Elementary School Principal’s Bulletin was renamed The National Elementary
Principal which eventually was renamed Principal magazine in 1980 (NAESP, 1996;
Protheroe, 2009).
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The professionalization of the principalship elevated the status of the principals in
their school systems and communities. The principal’s responsibilities began to be
defined nationally, and were categorized in three areas: (1) supervisory duties, (2)
administrative duties, and (3) clerical duties (Otto, 1934; Otto & Sanders, 1964). The
principal association continued to encourage more intensive study for preparing
individuals for the principalship. The emergence of national status also fostered a review
of principals’ salary, duties, preparation, and the ratio of men to women in the profession
(Otto, 1961; Otto & Sanders, 1964).
The professionalization of the principalship forever changed the status of the
position in the 20th century, and it was recognized as a career position (Department of
Elementary School Principals, 1958; Morrison, 1935; Pierce, 1935). The association
provided a unified voice for principals in local, state and national policy school
administration. Additionally, the association represented principals nationally by
promoting professional development opportunities, providing legal assistance, current
research on pertinent topics, professional publications, and the overall improvement of
the position relative to excellence in education (NAESP, 2011; Pharis & Gratton, 2002).
In 1969, the Department changed its relationship with NEA from departmental
affiliate status and amended the name of the organization to the National Association of
Elementary School Principals, NEA (NAESP, 1996; Protheroe, 2009). In 1973, the
Association ended its affiliate status with the NEA (NAESP, 1996). Likewise, the
Elementary Principals Association has continued to be an advocate for elementary
principals and children in the 21st century.
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Leadership Roles and Responsibilities of 20th Century Principals
During the 20th century, leadership roles and responsibilities of elementary school
principals were redefined (Blumberg & Greenfield, 1980). According to Beck and
Murphy (1993), during each decade (1920-1990) of the 20th century, the leadership roles
and responsibilities of elementary principals experienced a different tone and theme
descriptively. Furthermore, Beck and Murphy (1993) described dominant values of the
principalship that emerged during each of the decades. The tone, theme and dominant
values of the principalship were influenced by the political, economic, social issues, and
events that occurred in the nation during the 20th century. The Ten-Year Studies (19282008) conducted by the National Association of Elementary School Principals and other
literature written by education scholars during this era, also supports the description of
the tone, theme and dominant values of the elementary principalship that were described
by Beck and Murphy during this era.
The value broker and scientific manager of the 1920s. During the 1920s,
pseudo-religious beliefs and emerging principles of scientific management in the United
States influenced and shaped the principalship (Glass, 2004; Tyack & Hansot, 1982).
School leaders promoted traditional spiritual and civic values in schools and
communities. Furthermore, according to (Beck & Murphy, 1993), the elementary
principal was described as a Value Broker during the decade. As the Value Broker, the
principal assumed the roles of spiritual, social and dignified leader in the school and
community (Beck & Murphy, 1993; Department of Elementary School Principals, 1928).
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Likewise, Beck and Murphy (1993) used the following metaphorical themes to
describe the elementary principalship.
1. The work of the principal is linked with absolute, spiritual truths and values.
2. The principalship is a role energized by a zeal for education and guided by the
principles of scientific management.
3. The principal is expected to be a social leader in the community. For all these
reasons, the role is vested with dignity and importance. (p. 13)
According to the Department of Elementary School Principals (1928) and Strojny (2002),
the same metaphorical themes were identified in the literature that described the
elementary principalship during the 1920s.
The principal was viewed as the leader of the Religious Movement of the decade.
It was the responsibility of principals to cultivate love of truth, right, and appreciation of
beauty in the environment (Beck & Murphy 1993; Strojny, 2002). Educational leaders,
such as Johnston, Newlon, and Pickell (1922), wrote about the spiritual side of the
principal’s administrative responsibilities and described the role of the principalship as
the vision of perfection. Cubberley (1923) addressed the spiritual importance of the
principal’s work and viewed the principal’s work in term of service to the community.
Furthermore, Cubberley (1923) compared the principal to “the priest in the parish” in the
community.
Furthermore, principals were expected to be social and dignified leaders during
the 1920s. According to Gist (1924), principals were expected to be well trained socially
and expected be good dancers, public speakers and social mixers in the community.
According to Cubberley (1923), the principal was the only person who could
immediately mould and shape the ideals in the community. Again, as noted above,
during the 1920s the role of the principal was considered to be one of dignity and
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importance in the community (Department of Elementary School Principals, 1928;
Smoot, 1923). Cubberley (1923) elaborated on the importance of the office of the school
principal:
The knowledge, insight, tact, skill, and qualities of helpful, professional
leadership of the principal of the school practically determine the ideals and
standards of achievement of both teachers and pupils with the school. A strong
capable principal can develop a strong school even in cities where the general
supervisory organization is weak and the professional interest of teachers is low.
(p. 28)
Cubberley (1923) summarized the important role of the elementary principalship of the
1920s by the following quote: “As is the principal, so is the school” (p. 15).
This statement and belief in the importance of the critical role of the elementary principal
in determining the success or failure of schools appeared in the educational literature for
each and every decade during the 20th century. However, the expectations and the
principal’s abilities to effectively fulfill this important role have varied during the 20th
century (Beck & Murphy, 1993; Smoot, 1923).
Additionally, the emerging concept of scientific management influenced the
principalship of the 1920s. The operation of schools was closely related to methods of
scientific management (Beck & Murphy 1993; Tyack & Hansot, 1982). According to
Tyack & Hansot (1982) and Mintzberg (1973), scientific management principles
proposed by Frederick Taylor in the early part of the century were viewed as entirely
consonant.
During this decade a tremendous amount of writings supported the importance of
the scientific methods. Cubberley (1923) stressed the importance of learning systems and
perfecting organizations. Likewise, Johnston et al. (1922) devoted educational writings
to ways principals could more effectively manage details of their jobs, such as teacher
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meetings, plant management and efficient use of time. Also, their writings included
values such as educational efficiency, appropriate delegation of responsibility, the
systematic handling of records, a scientific approach to curriculum building, and
management and control of schools.
According to Otto (1934) and Pierce (1935), two factors influenced supervision
by the elementary principal during 1920 – 1) emphasis and prestige placed on
intelligence tests and achievement tests used in World War I and 2) the formation of the
Department of Elementary School Principals. Intelligence and achievement tests
provided principals tools for making scientific studies based on supervisory problems,
and the formation of the Department of Elementary School Principals provided
motivation for conducting the studies and a vehicle for publishing results (Pierce, 1935).
Thus, supervisory procedures were based on factual data to a certain degree, and
principals’ supervision for the first time assumed the characteristics of a science.
The Department of Elementary School Principals, organized in 1921, devoted the
early years of its formation to defining the position and duties of the principalship.
Topics included the following: duties and function, documented time on task, delegation
of administrative tasks, and organization of the school (Weiss, 1992). Ayers (1930) and
Fillers (1923) added to the body of literature concerning the aforementioned topics. As
stated earlier, Cubberley (1923) examined the format for school organizations and
detailed various types of organizations in his book, The Principal and His School.
Research findings and summary. As a result of the Religious Movement in the
United States during the 1920s, the elementary principal was described as a value broker
who promoted traditional spiritual and civic values in the school and community. Given
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the influence of scientific management principles that had emerged during the early part
of the century, the principal was sometimes described as a scientific manager in the
school during the decade (Beck & Murphy, 1993).
By the late 1920s, the elementary principal was defined as a school manager in
education rather than the broker of values in the school and community. Principals’
duties reflected a managerial and scientific orientation toward school administration
(Goldman, 1966). Even though the Elementary School Principals Association’s articles
and editorials, during this era, reflected an interest in leadership functions to improve
teaching and learning, the majority of the principal’s time remained devoted to clerical
duties that related to the management of the school (Fillers, 1923; McClure, 1921).
Consequently, elementary principals in the United States remained, functionally,
managers during the 1920s (McClure, 1921). By the end of the 1920s, less emphasis was
placed on the spiritual side of the principalship and greater focus was placed on the
principles of scientific management were used in schools. As a result of this shift in the
principalship, educators began to view schooling as a business that was managed by an
executive, rather than a principal (Beck & Murphy, 1993).
The school executive/manager of the 1930s. Principles of scientific
management which were popularized during the industrial expansion emerged in schools
during the 1920s and by the beginning of the 1930s had become institutionalized in
schools in the United States. Schools were considered to be a business and the principal
served as the executive or manager of the school. As the executive of the school, the
principal’s duties were primarily administrative (Beck & Murphy, 1993; Callahan, 1962).
Furthermore, the principal was viewed as a bureaucratic organizer and supervisor in the
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school. During the 1930s, the principalship was beginning to be recognized as a
profession separate from teaching; yet still, related to the supervision of teaching in
schools (Callahan, 1962).
The focus on the spiritual aspects of the principalship began to decline and the
principles of scientific management gained in prominence (Strojny, 2002). As noted by,
Beck and Murphy (1993) the role of the principal as school executive/manager was
dominated by three themes during this era.
1. The principal was considered to be an executive within the school whose primary
tasks were administrative not instructional.
2. The key dimensions of the principal’s administrative activities included
maintaining organization within the school and supervision of those implementing
this organized plan.
3. The principalship was becoming established as a profession separate from, but
related to, teaching. (p. 23)
Strojny (2002) purported similar findings on the dominant themes in her research.
Multiple forces influenced the origin and development of the adoption of business
values and practices in school administration during this era (Tyack & Hansot, 1982;
Callahan, 1962). The scientific management movement of the early 1900s, led by
Taylor, Fayol, and Weber, and principals’ own perception of themselves as business
managers or school executives rather than as scholars and educational philosophers were
the most influential factors in this evolution (Callahan, 1962; Owens, 2004). During this
era, school principals abandoned traditional educational values and emulated the
attitudes, ethics, and methods of corporate America (Blumberg & Greenfield, 1980;
Callahan, 1962).
According to Tyack and Hansot (1982), the principal as a bureaucratic organizer,
was the beginning of the bureaucratization of American public schooling. Tyack and
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Hansot (1982) also noted that creating a hierarchy in school systems fostered expertise
and efficiency as the governing principles for selecting school principals. Thus the
1930s, was the beginning of a hierarchy within the educational system.
According to Dorsey (1930) and Messinger (1939), the principal held the most
important position in the educational hierarchy. Dorsey (1930) and Lindquist (1933)
highlighted the organizational activities of principals in schools and how the activities
should be organized within schools. Messinger (1939) outlined and prioritized the duties
of the school executives, and emphasized that the school principal must be personally
organized in daily activities in order for the school to be well organized.
In addition to organizing within schools, principals of the 1930s were concerned
about professionalizing the principalship. This was evident when the Department of
Elementary School Principals was organized in 1921 as a department within the National
Education Association. According to Pierce (1935), activities of principals in the
Department of Elementary School Principals contributed to the professionalization of the
principalship that was distinct from teaching. Furthermore, university educators
enhanced the professionalization of the principalship by establishing special courses of
study to prepare educational leaders (Tyack & Hansot, 1982). The university preparation
programs reinforced that the principal’s job was essentially an executive or manager
because the preparation programs included the following topics (courses): 1) finance, 2)
business administration, 3) organization and administration of the curriculum, and 4) the
school and management of school records and reports (Tyack & Hansot, 1982; Newlon,
1934).
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The practical dimensions of the principalship dominated the tone in the 1930s.
For examples, emphasis was on issues such as finance and business administration,
personnel, building and equipment management and applied fields such as construction
costs, school bonds, the single salary schedule, and techniques of child accounting
(Tyack & Hansot, 1982). Callahan (1962) points out that the focus on practical issues of
education was trivial to a certain degree. For example, he cites scientific approaches to
saving money in the purchasing of supplies such as toilet tissues, paper clips, and theme
papers. Tyack and Hansot (1982) also supported the contention that the focus on
practical issues often leads principals to perform mundane activities.
While the dominant tone was on practical dimensions, the dominant values of the
principalship during the 1930s were educational research, principles of scientific
management and business efficiency and economy in schools (Beck & Murphy, 1993;
Callahan 1962). Tyack and Hansot (1982) discussed the value placed on research during
this era and described the work of educators who were advocates of educational research.
Research provided educators a method to solve problems in schools. During the 1930s
this concept (scientific management) had become widely accepted and institutionalized as
part of the schooling process. Additionally, the principles of scientific management had a
profound and long-lasting impact upon the ways in which schools were organized and
administered (Callahan, 1962; Owens, 2004). Furthermore, Callahan (1962), in his book,
Education and the Cult of Efficiency, vividly described how school superintendents and
principals in the United States quickly adopted the values and practices of business and
industrial managers of that time.
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Research findings and summary. The growth in popularity of the principles of
scientific management during the industrial revolution as a way to solve production
problems in factories directly contributed to the adoption of these principles among
school systems (Anderson, 2007; Owens, 2004). In fact, by the 1930s, scientific
management principles had become institutionalized in schools and the principals were
described as executives or managers who utilized business principles to administer
schools (Callahan, 1962). As a middle manager within an educational bureaucracy,
principals’ duties were primarily administrative and focused on practical issues (Beck &
Murphy, 1993; Callahan, 1962). This era also witnessed the beginning of the
bureaucratization of American public schooling, and the beginning of a hierarchy within
the educational system leading to the principal as a bureaucratic organizer (Tyack &
Hansot, 1982).
During the latter part of the 1930s, the economic depression began to redefine the
role of the principal. During this difficult time, the principal was expected to provide
supportive leadership to staff, students and the community. This began a shift towards
the principal’s as a champion of the ideals of democracy (Bland, 1935). The change
provided motivational and positive leadership for staff, children, and the community who
had experienced the stress and deprivation during the economic depression years and
would continue into the 1940s.
The democratic leader of the 1940s. The role of the principalship during the
1940s was influenced by World War II and the realities that Americans experienced in a
post-war modern world (Beck & Murphy, 1993). Additionally, personnel management
principles of Elton Mayo, Chester Bernard and other human resource theorists also
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shaped the principalship during this era (Goldman, 1966). These influences defined the
principalship as a democratic leader during the decade. The principal was viewed as a
democratic leader in the school and community; and one of the main responsibilities of
the principal was to promote the ideals of democracy in the school (Department of
Elementary School Principals, 1958; Yeager, 1954).
According to Beck and Murphy (1993) and the Department of Elementary School
Principals (1948), as the democratic leader in the school and community, the principal
was viewed as the leader on the home front during the War, and a group leader,
coordinator, curriculum developer, and supervisor in the school. Further, Beck and
Murphy (1993) described the themes listed below that defined educational leadership in
America’s schools during the 1940s.
1. During the war, the principal is viewed as the school’s leader on the home front.
2. The principal is expected to demonstrate democratic leadership so that students
and teachers can lead peaceful and productive lives. This expectation is related to
a belief that schools have important social purposes to fulfill.
3. In fulfilling these roles, the principal is expected to be a curriculum developer, a
group leader and coordinator, and a supervisor.
4. The principal is viewed as the school’s public relations representative within the
community. (p. 32)
In research conducted by Strojny (2002), similar themes associated with the elementary
principalship were cited during this time period.
The principal was expected to preserve and extend American democracy by
providing leadership in the development of an education that reflected democratic ideals
(McNally, 1949). Furthermore, principals were in the best position to influence the entire
education program in a school because of their daily interaction with teachers, students,
and parents. During World War II, principals promoted programs in schools that focused
on the ideals of democracy. For example, students were exposed to patriotic exercises
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and citizenship experiences in school, and the curriculum included courses that promoted
patriotism and citizenship (Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development
(ASCD), 1944).
The post-war reality, including the possibility of nuclear destruction, antisemitism and totalitarianism led school leaders to promote peace and democracy in
schools for students and staff (ASCD, 1947; Parker, 1986, 2004). Further, principals
were expected to model the principles of democracy to prepare students to lead lives that
reflected those beliefs that would promote a high quality of living for all citizens.
According to Parker (1986, 2004), this expectation of democratic leadership was related
to the explicit belief that democratic socialization should be the unitary objective of
education. The literature of the 1940s supports the concept that democratic leadership
was expected of principals and this expectation is related to a belief in the social purposes
of schooling. The 1947 ASCD Yearbook opens with these words:
Far too many people in America, both in and out of education, look upon
the elementary school as a place to learn reading, writing and arithmetic.
These were the only purposes of the school during the frontier days of our
country. Times have changed. America is no longer a rural, frontier society.
It is a highly industrialized urban society. Democracy and the civil liberties
that we have come to take for granted in this country are backed against the
wall all over the world. Education, if it is to continue to be a force for improving
the lives of people, must reexamine its purposes; it must take on broader and
deeper purposes aimed directly at lifting the quality of living for all kinds of
people. These objectives must be tuned to modern times and modern demands.
They must meet the challenge facing our world. (p. 9)
The Human Resource Movement during this era influenced the leadership of
elementary principals (Owens, 2004). Chester Barnard, an advocate of the movement,
focused administration toward relationships with groups and individuals within
organizations. Similarly, other advocates such as Elton Mayo and Fritz Roethlisberger
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also cited the importance of human relations in the administration of organizations
(Owens, 2004). The objective of the movement was to motivate employees to perform
productively on the job by using democratic management. The responsibility of the
manager was to integrate all employees within the organization into a cooperative whole
(Owens, 2004; Yeager, 1954). The democratic leader in the 1940s embraced the Human
Resource Movement and demonstrated democratic methods of school management by
including school stakeholders in the decisions making process (Beck & Murphy, 1993;
Owens, 2004; Parker, 1986, 2004).
An additional dimension of the democratic leader during the 1940s focused on
expanding the development of the curriculum to include social issues (Kilpatrick &
Van Til, 1947). For example, the curriculum included proper expression of emotions;
health, home, financial management, expressive arts, conservation, family relations, work
habits and community service options. Kilpatrick and Van Til (1947) argued that the
curriculum should meet the social needs of all children. The curriculum should stress “an
education in life for living” (p. 6) and “learning to do” rather than “learning about” (p. 8).
The democratic leader of the 1940s served as a facilitator rather than the school
leader which was clearly emphasized when stakeholders convened for a common
education purpose and joint decision-making (Parker, 1986, 2004). Parker (1986, 2004),
asserted that by the 1940s the concept of supervision had transformed from an
“inspectorial and state-mandated” (p. 52), activity to one focused on the improvement of
teaching, and collaboratively was the responsibility of both the principal and teacher.
Finally, the principal served as a public relations representative promoting the school’s
programs for social progress which fostered a bond between the school and community.
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Research findings and summary. During the 1940s, World War II and the
Human Resource Movement significantly influenced the elementary principalship. The
principal was viewed as a democratic leader in the school and community and one of the
main responsibilities of the principal was to promote the ideals of democracy in the
school. In addition, the democratic leader was responsible for expanding the
development of the school’s curriculum to include social issues (Kilpatrick &
Van Til, 1947).
As a result of the Human Resource Movement, principals used democratic
management in the schools to motivate employees to perform productively on the job.
Likewise, emphasis was placed on the principalship to use democratic values as a guide
to decision making in the schools (ASCD, 1949). Moreover, Americans viewed the
principalship as the promoter of democracy in America’s schools, and felt that
democratic educational leadership in schools would contribute to the continuous
improvement of a democratic society (Graff & Street, 1957; Yeager, 1954).
It was during the latter part of this decade that the inequality in educational
opportunity grew in prominence and a commitment to equal education for all children
began to emerge in the United States (Beck & Murphy, 1993). The quality of education
for children of color, children of immigrants, and children from low-socio economic
backgrounds had not been a priority even though this population of children did not
experience the same type of education as their white, middle-class, college-bound peers.
The expanding frustration over the discrepancy between rhetoric and reality of quality
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and equality of education for all children set the stage for Brown v. Board of Education in
1954, and the tumult that occurred in years following that decision (Beck & Murphy,
1993).
The theory-guided administrator of the 1950s. During the 1950s political and
social issues in the United States influenced the American way of life. World War II had
come to an end, and the United States emerged as a world leader. Internationally, the
Cold War had begun between the Soviet Union and the United States; and in 1957 the
Soviet Union launched a satellite into space (Sputnik) which forced the United States to
enter the space age (Department of Elementary School Principals, 1958; Weiss, 1992).
Additionally, the nation was faced with a multitude of social issues such as
increased school population, mobility of the population, and advancement in technology.
Also, the 1954 Brown v. Board of Education decision impacted education in America
during the decade. These political and social issues influenced the field of educational
administration and, not only redefined the elementary principalship, but changed the
instructional focus of public schools (Glass, 2004; Tyack & Hansot, 1982). During the
latter part of the 1940s into the 1950s the Administrative Theory Movement gained
ground and significantly changed the role of the principal (Griffiths, 1959, 1964; Glass
2004). This new movement called for principals to develop and test theories the same
way as researchers did in the scientific disciplines.
According to Woodruff (1958), the principalship was shaped by social issues that
took place in society and he summarized this point as: “The ivory tower is gone. The
school and community are now inseparable” (p. 90). Tyack and Hansot (1982) had
written extensively about the impact of the 1954 Brown v. Board of Education decision.
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Tyack and Hansot (1982) used examples to demonstrate Woodruff’s point and the impact
this social issue had on educational administration in America. According to Campbell,
Fleming, Newell, and Bennion (1987), the 1954 Brown v. Board of Education decision
was referred to as a “watershed event in American life” (p. 82), and suggested that the
social and political environment of the 1950s and 1960s “appear to be related to, and
perhaps even to have helped produce the open-systems approach to administration” (p.
81). Additionally, other factors that influenced and shaped the role of the principalship
during this era were university based administrator training courses; professional linkages
among disciplines in different locations; and the role of the United States internationally,
and the human relations side of business and schooling (Glass, 2004; Howard, 1958;
Hunt & Pierce, 1958).
As a result of the political and social issues and events during the 1950s, Beck and
Murphy (1993) described the following roles and responsibilities of elementary
principals.
1. The principal is expected to be a skilled administrator. In meeting this
expectation, he or she is supposed to combine skills related to teaching and
managing and to utilize insights and theories drawn from educational,
psychological, sociological, and business research.
2. The principal is expected to defend the work of educators, answering critics of
educational practices with empirical data that demonstrate the effectiveness of the
practices in question.
3. A special concern of the principal is the effective and efficient use of time. This
concern leads to a focus on the importance of principals’ analyzing and
prioritizing their tasks and delegating responsibility and work when possible.
(p. 51)
Furthermore, the research study conducted by the Department of Elementary School
Principals (1958) and Strojny (2002) described similar roles and responsibilities of
elementary principals during this decade.
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The principals of the fifties were expected to administer schools by using
information derived from empirical and theoretical work in various behavioral science
disciplines (Campbell, 1981; Hunt & Pierce; 1958). During the decade, scholarly
theories and reports of empirical studies was emphasized in the literature. For example,
the Ten-Year Study of the Elementary School Principalship in 1958 was devoted to ways
principals could use research conducted by NEA to develop sound theories and practices.
The Ten-Year Study focused on various areas where research could inform practice,
including the organization of the school; the principal’s schedule and workload. During
this era, the success of principals were based on principals’ developing good work habits
by using insights, theories and ideas about effective administration (Department of
Elementary School Principals, 1958; Griffiths, 1959, 1964; Hunt & Pierce, 1958).
The launching of Sputnik in 1957 changed the curriculum and instructional
practices in math and science in America’s schools (Department of Elementary School
Principals, 1958; Tyack & Cuban, 1995). This event forced the passage of the National
Defense Education Act (NDEA) in 1958, which mandated educators promote more
quality instruction in science and math (Blome & James, 1985; Ryan & Cooper, 1995;
Tyack, & Hansot, 1982). As a result, the principal’s role as curriculum leader was
imperative. When principals had to defend instructional and administrative practices
used in schools during this era, empirical data was used to support the actions of
principals and teachers (Beck & Murphy, 1993). For example, in the 1958 Ten-Year
Study, the NEA Research Division published a report, “The Principal’s Average
Workweek,” and encouraged principals to use research to defend their actions.
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As stated earlier in this review of literature, during the latter part of the 19th
century, principals reported spending more time on clerical duties than assisting teachers
to improve instruction (Department of Elementary School Principals, 1958). As a result,
Gray (1918) promoted time management procedures for school principals; however,
efficient use of the principal’s time did not resurface and dominate the literature until this
decade. The literature included articles and surveys concerning time management, and
the efficient use of the principal’s time (Beck & Murphy, 1993; Yeager, 1954). The
literature recommended delegation of responsibilities to stakeholders in the school, and
the use of management and organizational theories to assist the principal in managing
time efficiently (Yeager, 1954). Thus, principals were expected to be efficient managers
of time during the 1950s. As indicated in the Ten-Year Studies conducted by the
National Association of Elementary School Principals, time management was mentioned
as a factor in each study, and still remains a challenge for principals in the 2lst century
(Protheroe, 2008).
Research findings and summary. As a result of the political and social issues
and events in the United States during the 1950s, principals experienced great changes in
the principalship and the instructional focus in schools. The Administrative Theory
Movement helped principals address these changes while significantly changing the role
and responsibilities of the principal (Griffiths, 1959; 1964). Accordingly, principals had
two distinct roles in schools, 1) utilizing the science of organizations (administrative
theories) to operate the school and 2) evaluating the efficacy of time spent managing
detailed planning and implementing school activities (Beck & Murphy, 1993). Similar to
previous decades, the principalship was somewhat in a transitional phase concerning role
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expectation by the end of the 1950s. As a result, principals fluctuated between the
theoretical perspectives of their work, and dwelled on managing the mundane issues and
activities in the school. Additionally, during this era, the role of the principalship was
influenced and shaped by university training courses; and textbooks used in education
administration programs that emphasized the emerging Administrative Theory Movement
(Glass, 2004).
The Brown v. Board of Education decision in the mid-50s influenced education in
the United States; however, minor attention was focused on this decision in schools
during the remainder of the decade (Tyack & Hansot, 1982). Consequently, the results of
the Brown v. Board of Education decision emerged as one of the greatest political and
social issues influencing education and schooling during the 1960s (Tyack & Hansot,
1982). The 1960s placed additional expectations on how principals operated schools as
the result of the Brown v. Board of Education decision, and other turbulent political and
social issues and events that dominated the decade.
The bureaucratic executive of the 1960s. The decade of the 1960s was one of
the most turbulent periods in the United States (Beck & Murphy, 1993; Strojny, 2002;
Weiss, 1992). The turbulence was embedded in the political, economic, social issues,
and events that shaped the decade. It was a decade that witnessed the assassinations of
President John F. Kennedy, Civil Rights Leader, Martin Luther King, Jr. and Democratic
Presidential hopeful, Senator Robert F. Kennedy. Also, the Vietnam conflict caused
social unrest in the country that led to anti-war protests and the continued crisis in the
Middle East exacerbated tensions internationally (Schwarzkopf & Petre, 1992). During
this era space exploration expanded, and Americans witnessed Neil Armstrong and Buzz
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Aldrin as the first American Astronauts to walk on the moon. Additionally, Americans
embraced and exemplified social freedoms such as sexual freedom, long hair, the mini
skirt, and the use of illegal drugs (Beck & Murphy, 1993; Strojny, 2002).
The 1960s was dominated by social movements in the United States such as the
Civil Rights Movement and Open-Education Movement (Strojny, 2002). During the
Civil Rights Movement, the nation was plagued with marches, protests, urban riots, and
the deaths of innocent children and American citizens (Beck & Murphy, 1993; Strojny,
2002). As a result of the Civil Rights Movement, President Lyndon Johnson signed the
Civil Rights Act of 1964 which authorized federal lawsuits for school desegregation
(Ornstein & Levine, 2000).
In 1965 Congress passed the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA),
Public Law 89-10, to provide additional funds to educate children of poverty (Johnson et
al., 1994; Ornstein & Levine, 2000; Tyack, Lowe & Hansot, 1984). ESEA was part of
President Lyndon B. Johnson’s “War on Poverty” (Parkay & Stanford, 1995; Tyack et
al., 1984). The Act was the federal government’s most expansive investment in
education (Brown-Nagin, 2012; Jennings, 1998). The purpose of the law was to improve
educational quality and opportunities in elementary and secondary schools in the United
States (Jennings, 1998; Ryan & Cooper, 1995). Funds through ESEA’s Title I program
targeted the poor, minorities and educationally disadvantaged students (Jennings, 1998;
Tyack et al., 1984). The economic prosperity of the nation depended on an educated
citizenry. Thus, ESEA was considered to be a federal act to help eradicate poverty and
develop productive citizens through educational programs (Johnson et al., 1994). The
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ESEA, was the first time that the federal government held states and school districts
accountable for educational achievement (Ryan & Cooper, 1995).
The funding from ESEA was categorical; therefore, a precedent was established
how the federal aid would be used. For example, Title I was the most important
provision in the law because Congress budgeted more than 80% of the funds under ESEA
for Title I programs (Ornestin & Levine, 2000). Title I provided federal funds to local
school districts and schools to educate children from low-income families and to
supplement educational services provided to low-achieving students (Jennings, 1998;
Johnson et al., 1994; Ryan & Cooper, 1995). The decline in standardized test scores in
the mid-1960s led to the rise of the Accountability Movement in America. The movement
posited that the public schools could no longer measure success in terms of the number of
dollars spent on each child’s education, the teacher-pupil ratio, or the educational level of
teachers (Ryan & Cooper, 1995). Advocates of accountability argued that these measures
were at best indirect, and that the only real test of schools was how well students learned
the academic skills that were being taught (Ryan & Cooper, 1995). The American public
and policy makers argued that only observing the results of students’ achievement in
schools would ascertain the worth of schools (Ryan & Cooper, 1995). Consequently, the
principal was held accountable for education decisions and activities during the 1960s in
accomplishing educational goals, and for maintaining stability and normalcy in schools.
As a result of accountability pressures and political demands, principals in this era felt
vulnerable and confused concerning expectation of their role in schools (Beck & Murphy,
1993).
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It was during this decade that the Open-Education Movement influenced
educational practices in schools. Some educational innovations in the movement
included team teaching, individualized instruction, flexible scheduling, and non-graded
schools which principals and teachers were required to implement (Parkay & Stanford,
1995; Strojny, 2002). During this era, life in America was clearly characterized by the
social and political turbulence that took place during the decade. Schools were affected
by these political and social issues, events, and the overall mood of the 1960s (Beck &
Murphy, 1993). During this period, principals and other educators expended tremendous
effort to maintain stability and a sense of normalcy in schools.
According to Beck and Murphy (1993) and the Department of Elementary School
Principals (1968) research study, the principal continued to serve as a bureaucratic
executive in the 1960s in a well-developed educational bureaucracy with clearly defined
bases of power and responsibility. Further, Beck and Murphy (1993) described the
following role and responsibilities of the principal as the bureaucratic executive.
1. The principal in the sixties is viewed as a member of a well-developed
educational bureaucracy with clearly defined bases of power and responsibility.
2. The principal is expected to function as a protector of the bureaucratic system.
This involves guarding the various distributions of power within the hierarchy and
exercising astute political judgments in handling those who challenge the system.
3. Categorical, quantitative, empirical terms increasingly dominate discussions of
the principal’s work, suggesting that he or she is expected to use increasingly
sophisticated, scientific strategies for planning and measuring.
4. Faith that ‘correct’ technique and modern technology will produce expected
outcomes results in the belief that the principal is to be held accountable for his or
her decisions.
5. Accountability pressures and political demands leave the principal feeling
confused and vulnerable about role expectations. (p. 88)
Likewise, Strojny (2002) research described identical roles and responsibilities of the
principal as the bureaucratic executive.
84

The principal of the 1960s not only dealt with social issues; but also encountered
growth in school population of students and teachers, additional programs, and an
expanded curriculum. Even though the principal adhered to increasing district and state
regulations, the actual day to day planning and decision making remained the domain of
the building principal (Otto, 1961). This increased the professionalism of the
principalship because everything that took place in and around the school became the
responsibility of the principal. According to Blumberg and Greenfield (1980),
“principals frequently are expected to be all things to all people, to do all things and do
them well” (p. 16). The management years of the principalship were slowly being
transformed into the leadership years (Strojny, 2002; Weiss, 1992). Societal changes, the
Open-Education Movement and the emerging humanistic approach to education required
decision making at the school level.
According to Beck and Murphy (1993) and Tyack and Hansot (1982), during this
decade there were not frank discussions concerning problems that related to
desegregation, poverty and the general social unrest that dominated the decade. As
complex social problems expanded, the proper application of bureaucratic and scientific
principles was emphasized to solve educational problems increased. The education
literature during this period avoided the reality of these complex problems.
Research findings and summary. During the decade of the 1960s, principals
witnessed a multitude of political, social issues, and events in the nation that influenced
the elementary principalship. As a result, principals expended tremendous time and
effort to maintain stability and a sense of normalcy in schools. Additionally, the passage
of ESEA revoluntionalized the federal role in education (Brown-Nagin, 2012; Jennings,
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1998). As a result of ESEA, the federal government held states and school districts
accountable for educational achievement for the first time in the United States (Ryan &
Cooper, 1995). In addition to the Accountability Movement that emerged during the
decade, principals experienced the Open-Education Movement which influenced
educational practices in schools (Parkay & Stanford, 1995; Strojny, 2002).
During the 1960s, principals were described as bureaucratic executives who
worked in a well-developed educational bureaucracy with clearly defined bases of power
and responsibility (Beck & Murphy, 1993; Department of Elementary School Principals,
1968). Therefore, principals used bureaucratic principles to manage schools.
Furthermore, the bureaucratic executive also used scientific strategies in school for
planning and measuring results.
Administration in the 1960s was a highly impersonal activity. The feelings,
beliefs and input from stakeholders were not discussed or accepted; however, concrete
ways to improve teaching and learning were dictated by principals (Beck & Murphy,
1993). During the latter part of the 1960s, principals realized that the modern
principalship required principals who could envision better schools. This vision required
the participation and consensus of stakeholders (Weiss, 1992). Principals comfortable
with the earlier bureaucratic principles of management found the involvement and
consensus of stakeholders complicated and uncomfortable (Achilles, 1987).
According to Owens (2004), during the 1960s the following two factors
challenged the bureaucratic concepts.
1. The constant growth and accelerating tempo of change in the world. The
seemingly geometric acceleration in the development of technology, and changes
in politics, economics, and society had generally left rigid bureaucracies
floundering and unresponsive.
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2. The worldwide rise in expectations for increased democracy, personal freedom,
individual respect and dignity, and opportunities for self-fulfillment. Whereas,
prior to World War II, teachers perforce submitted to the authority of the
bureaucratic organization and unhesitatingly accepted its dictates with little
thought of marching to their own personal drummer, that era in educational
organization is long gone, and seemingly gone forever. (p. 107)
By the end of the 1960s, the humanistic concept emerged in education and influenced and
shaped the changing role of the principalship.
The humanistic facilitator of the 1970s. The 1970s was shaped by the turbulent
political and social issues and events that had occurred in the 1960s. Additionally, the
Open-Education Movement that started in the 1960s continued to impact education and
the principalship during this decade. As a result, educators and stakeholders questioned
the public’s values previously held in high regard concerning education in the nation
(Weiss, 1992). As standardized test scores continued to decline in schools and lower
overall academic achievement, the public began to lose confidence in the public
education system (Parkay & Stanford, 1995; Strojny, 2002; Tyack et al., 1984). Thus,
across the nation, the public was reluctant to support bond issues and other methods of
taxation to finance public schools, especially given the declining economic condition that
existed in the nation during the decade (Ornstein & Levine, 2000; Tyack et al., 1984).
Consequently, taxpayers perceived public schools in the United States as “failing
schools”. As a result, educators and stakeholders questioned the public’s values
previously held in high regard concerning education in the nation (Weiss, 1992).
Eventually, there was a loud outcry for accountability in America’s schools
initiated by parents, citizens groups, and politicians who were dissatisfied with the low
academic performance of students in public schools (Parkay & Stanford, 1995).
Politicians used education accountability and reform as their major political platform to
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become elected to public office. There was a strong public advocacy for schools to go
“Back to the Basics” (curriculum) so children would know how to read, write and
compute (Parkway & Stanford, 1995; Tyack et al., 1984).
Furthermore, crimes, drugs and violence in communities also increased in public
schools. As a result of failing schools and the rise of crimes, drugs and violence, the
Home School Movement, led by John Holt, emerged. Thus, the number of children being
schooled at home increased during the decade (Parkay & Stanford, 1995; Strojny, 2002).
The political and social climate in the 1970s continued to shape education,
schools, and the principalship. The continued protest of the Vietnam War, the lack of
interest in the 1954 Brown v. Board of Education decision to provide equal educational
opportunities for minorities, and the public’s questions regarding the school’s curriculum
and instructional strategies produced a climate of political and social unrest in the country
(Parkay & Stanford, 1995; Ryan & Cooper, 1995). It was during this era that the United
States Congress passed Public Law 94-142 (Education for All Handicapped Children
Act) in 1975 that extended greater educational opportunities to disabled children
(Ornstein & Levine, 2000; Ryan & Cooper, 1995; Tyack et al., 1984).
Furthermore, in 1972, Congress passed the Title IX Education Amendment Act
which prohibited sex discrimination. The Act was placed in effect in 1975 and prohibited
sex discrimination in federally funded education programs and activities (Ornstein &
Levine, 2000; Parkay & Stanford, 1995; Ryan & Cooper, 1995). As a result of Title IX,
more female elementary principals were hired in schools during the latter part of the
1970s (Doud, 1989; Parkay & Stanford, 1995; Pharis & Zakariya, 1979).
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The role and responsibilities of the elementary principal reflected the political,
economic, social issues, and events during this period. Prior to this decade, principals
utilized bureaucratic principles to administer the day to day operation of schools. In
order to answer the public outcry for accountability in schools, principals could no longer
use the factory model to produce positive academic outcomes in schools as described by
Denis Doyle and Terry Hartle in Owens (2004) book, Organizational Behavior in
Education. “The teacher was the worker on the assembly line of education; the student,
the product; the superintendent, the chief executive officer; the school trustees, the board
of directors; and the taxpayers, the shareholders” (p. 111).
Subsequently, principals embraced the human resources development concepts as
a new way of thinking to address academic performance and other problems in schools.
Human resources development emphasized using the conscious thinking of individual
stakeholders’ involvement, commitment, abilities, and energies as resources in achieving
school goals (Owens, 2004). By using this concept, stakeholders identified with the
values and goals of the school, and were motivated when they observed that the goals
were congruent with their own. Thus, the culture of the school epitomized not only the
school’s goals, but also the aspirations of its stakeholders (Owens, 2004). Thus, the
principal’s role was based on facilitating holistic human development in schools (Abrell,
1974; Barnes, 1970; Owens, 2004). The human resource development concepts led to
principals in the 1970s being described as the humanistic leader.
According to Beck and Murphy (1993), the principal as the humanistic leader in
the school was characterized by the following roles and responsibilities cited below.
1. The principal is expected to lead not only teachers and students, but also persons
within the larger community.
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2. Additionally, he or she is charged with the imparting “meaning” to educational
efforts.
3. The principal is expected to relate well to persons and to facilitate positive
interactions among and between students and teachers.
4. During this decade, the principal is expected to skillfully juggle a number of roles,
even if those roles require very different traits or abilities. (p. 115)
Pharis and Zakariya (1979) described similar roles and responsibilities of the elementary
principalship in the National Association of Elementary School Principals Ten-Year
Study of the K-8 Principal. Strojny (2002) identified similar roles and responsibilities in
her research to describe the humanistic leader of the 1970s.
In addition to being a leader in the school, the principal also served in the role as
the community leader during the 1970s and was responsible for connecting schools and
communities in positive ways. Consequently, the school had to be an “open system” as
opposed to the traditional “closed system” that had existed prior to this decade (Beck &
Murphy, 1993; Owens, 2004; Weiss, 1992). Principals educated the community
concerning school activities and involved community stakeholders as volunteers in
school activities.
According to Sergiovanni and Carver (1973, 1980), principals were obligated to
be civic leaders because their role in the community was viewed as one of the most
important, and they were considered to be guardians of the public interest. Additionally,
according to Burden and Whitt (1973), principals were forced to extend the scope of
leadership activities in communities because of the changing social situations of the
1970s. In their book, The Community School Principal, Burden and Whitt (1973)
outlined the changing role of the principal.
Community power is a coming reality. The previous view that the local school
could remain aloof and isolated from those it was purported to serve is no longer a
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viable one. The changing concept of democracy that means all people are to be
involved, not just those in power, places new responsibilities on the building
administrator. (p. xiii)
The principal of the 1970s was responsible for ensuring that educational
experiences were meaningful to students, teachers, staff and community members
(Burden & Whitt, 1973). In addition to fostering meaningful educational experiences, the
principal was also responsible for encouraging positive, supportive interpersonal
relationships in the school. It was the belief that principals should encourage the holistic
development of individuals. In order to accomplish this goal, the principal had to ensure
that students and teachers had positive emotional experiences and these experiences
depended on participation in positive, supportive, non-conflictual relationships (Owens,
2004).
Accordingly, successful principals of the decade served as facilitators who
concentrated on positive interpersonal interactions, relating to teachers as partners rather
than subordinates, and utilized the human resource model of administration (Abrell,
1974; Owens, 2004). Principals during this decade embraced the Getzel-Guba Model in
the schools. This model emphasizes the organization (school) with certain roles and
expectations to accomplish goals of the system (organization), and at the same time
recognizing the personalities and need dispositions of individuals who work in the
organizations (schools) (Owens, 2004). As a result, goals related to individuals
(Idiographic Dimension) and the organization (Nomothetic Dimension) performance
were not neglected; thus, the link between satisfying relationships and performance goals
were addressed in a positive school climate (Owen, 2004).
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According to Abrell (1974) and Barnes (1970), the humanistic supervisor
(principal’s) role was to foster humanism within the elementary school by assisting other
to assess and diagnose needs; plan goals; establish a climate to maximize strengths;
choose strategies which would produce intended outcomes; and appraise and evaluate
results of their efforts. As expressed by Abrell (1974), the climate of the school,
established by the humanistic supervisor (principal), reflected a “compassionate concern
for fellow workers” (p. 215).
In fulfilling the leadership responsibilities during this era, the principal served as a
juggler of multiple roles (Beck & Murphy, 1993). Mintzberg (1973) described the
principal’s role in the following three categories: 1) interpersonal facilitator, 2)
information manager, and 3) decision maker. As an interpersonal facilitator, the principal
functioned as a figurehead, leader and liaison. While as an information manager, the
principal served as a monitor, disseminator and spokesman. Finally, as a decision maker,
the principal served as an entrepreneur, disturbance handler, resource allocator and
negotiator. Juggling multiple roles during the 1970s caused considerable conflict for
principals in the areas of leading instruction and learning, and the management of people
and other tasks in the school.
The humanistic leader exemplified democratic leadership principles. The
principal’s democratic role no longer placed the principal in the position of being the sole
authority in decision making (Abrell, 1974). The principal depended on input from
colleagues prior to making decisions. The principal’s duties were no longer defined by
the doer of chores, a manager, or the keeper of the peace; instead, the principal became a
working member of the team (Abrell, 1974, Weiss, 1992).
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In addition to being the humanistic leader, the principalship was considered to be
“socially relevant” during the 1970s. Principals had to consider the social impact of their
actions and decisions in reference to political and social issues (Beck & Murphy, 1993).
The social and political turmoil in the nation concerning civil rights, school
desegregation, poverty, and the Vietnam War, for example, represented transcending
demands which overshadowed traditional academic concerns (Ravitch, 1983, 2010).
According to Ravitch (1983, 2010), these demands urged school leaders to search for
“relevant curricula” and new organizational strategies to change society, and to turn it
against war and racism.
Research findings and summary. In conclusion, during the decade of the 1970s,
principals used the human resources development concepts to address academic
achievement and the Open-Education Movement that started in the 1960s, that continued
to impact education and the principalship during this era. These concepts were also used
to address other social problems principals encountered in schools. Thus, the principal
was described as the humanistic leader during this era (Beck & Murphy, 1993). The
principal’s role was based on facilitating holistic human development in schools (Abrell,
1974; Barnes, 1970; Owens 2004). The humanistic leader embraced democratic
leadership principles in the school and was accountable for humanizing and
democratizing education (Abrell, 1974; Barnes, 1970).
Additionally, the decade of the 1970s experienced another shift in the role and
responsibilities of the principalship, which was the result of the “opening of schools” to
public scrutiny and governance (Ornstein & Levine, 2000; Parkay & Stanford, 1995).
According to Beck and Murphy (1993), principals used political and personal skills as
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they work to develop humane, affectively oriented schools. Furthermore, principals were
challenged to view their role and responsibilities in the context of the larger culture as
they strived to contribute to the communities their schools served (Sergiovanni & Carver,
1973, 1980).
The “opening of schools” by which the principal reached out to the community
continued during the decade; however, during the 1980s the directional flow of influence
shifted (Parkay & Stanford, 1995; Tyack & Cuban, 1995). The schools became opened
to politicians, businessperson, educational stakeholders and the academic curricular in
colleges and universities. These individuals and post-secondary institutions guided and
shaped both the educational process and the principalship. Altogether, these actions led
to the focus shifting in the 1980s to academic performance of students and the
instructional leadership provided by principals.
The instructional leader of the 1980s. During the 1980s politicians, parents,
organizations and other stakeholders continued to criticize the low academic performance
of students in public schools (Parkay & Stanford, 1995; Tyack et al., 1984). As a result
of the escalating criticisms, numerous reports were published to address student
performance, and basic recommendations were included in the reports to improve
education (Ornstein & Levine, 2000; Strojny, 2002). One report published by the
National Commission on Excellence in Education, A Nation at Risk: The Imperative for
Educational Reform ignited a national debate on how to improve the quality of education
in America’s schools (Doud, 1989; NAESP, 1996; Parkay & Stanford, 1995; Strojny,
2002). The report outlined the impact the current educational system had on America’s
future; economically, socially and internationally (Doud, 1989; Ornstein & Levine,
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2000). Further, stakeholders were concerned about increased competition with Japan in
the workplace (Parkay & Stanford, 1995; Tyack & Cuban, 1995).
Additionally, due to the public’s unrest concerning students’ academic
performance in the 1970s, and the importance of education to the sovereignty of the
nation, educational stakeholders advocated for the formation of the U.S. Department of
Education. As a result, in 1979, President Jimmy Carter signed Public Law 96-88
establishing the Department of Education as a cabinet level department of the United
States government (U.S. Department of Education, 2009; United States. Congress.
Senate. Committee on Governmental Affairs, 1980).
Politically, education was a major campaign issue during the 1984 presidential
election between Ronald Reagan and Walter Mondale. In fact, education was one of the
two issues that the candidate Ronald Reagan emphasized in the 1984 election (Glass,
2004; Oliphant, 2010; Parkay & Stanford, 1995). Furthermore, in 1989 President George
H. Bush assembled the nation’s governors in Charlottesville, Virginia for a domestic
summit on education. Policies growing out of the summit caused a massive shift in
power over education from local to the federal government. The 1989 summit was the
first meeting of governors and the president devoted to education since the Depression
(Jennings, 1998; New York State Education Department (NYSED), 2006; Tyack &
Cuban, 1995).
As a result of the status of education in the United States, the “Effective Schools
Movement” emerged which represented a composite of ideas on school effectiveness.
Ronald Edmonds, Wilbur Brookover, Lawrence Lezotte, and Michael Reutter
popularized the movement (Weiss, 1992). The “Effective Schools Movement”
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represented a composite of ideas on school effectiveness. One concept of the movement
stressed the necessity for strong leadership in the schools by principals (Achilles, 1987;
Edmonds, 1979; Stedman, 1987). Principal leadership was identified as one of the most
important factors in school improvement (Buffie, 1989).
Curriculum innovation was another concept embedded in the “Effective Schools
Movement.” This concept addressed world-wide competition, failure of urban renewal
efforts, and the academic and social conditions for minority children in schools and
communities. Economically, competition with Japan in the 1980s forced Congress and
the business community to call for innovation in the school curriculum (Tyack & Cuban,
1995; Weiss, 1992). Thus, the principal was identified as the Instructional Leader who
was responsible for the development and supervision of strategies to implement the
innovative curriculum in schools (Morris, Crowson, Porter-Gehrie & Hurwitz, 1984).
According to Sergiovanni (1987) and Ubben and Hughes (1987, 1997), the principal was
the chief architect over the entire curriculum program. Communicating the importance of
the innovative curriculum influenced the atmosphere of ideas, values and standards of
behavior in schools during the decade (Morris, et al., 1984).
During this decade, instructional leadership was the key to excellence in schools
(Buffie, 1989; Jazzar, 2004). The effective school research emphasized the importance
of the principal’s role as the instructional leader and outlined characteristics of effective
schools and principals. The research concluded that successful schools were run by
strong instructional leaders (Buffie, 1989; Edmonds, 1979; Jazzar, 2004).
After an extensive review of the literature concerning the principalship, Beck and
Murphy (1993) and in the Ten-Year Study of the K-8 Principal conducted by Doud
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(1989) concluded that the principal’s role was described as an instructional leader during
this era. Additionally, as the instructional leader, the principal was expected to assume
the following roles and responsibilities outlined by Beck and Murphy (1993).
1. The principal was expected to guide teachers and students toward productive
learning experiences.
2. The principal was expected to solve problems and provide resources in order to
facilitate the teaching and learning process.
3. The principal was expected to be visionary, and to develop and communicate to
constituents a picture of the ideal school.
4. The principal was expected to go beyond painting a portrait of the good school.
The principal was charged with leading the school toward realizing this vision.
Almost invariably this required changes in the educational operations. Thus, the
successful instructional leader (principal) of the 1980s was often described as a
change agent. (pp. 147-148)
Strojny (2002) research concluded that instructional leadership was the primary role and
responsibility of elementary principals during the 1980s.
Since the instructional leader was responsible for promoting students’ cognitive
growth, the principal had to possess an understanding of teaching styles and learning
styles and the relationship between the two (Beck & Murphy, 1993; Jazzar, 2004).
Accordingly, the principal was responsible for the “instructional technology” in the
school. This referred to strategies implemented to teach concepts. The instructional
leader was responsible for two aspects of instructional technology, clarity and complexity
(Weiss, 1992). The clarity of the technology referred to the extent to which the
instructional process was understood and the complexity referred to the degree to which
the instructional processes of the school required interdependence and coordination
among the teaching staff (Jazzar, 2004; Weiss, 1992).
Hallinger and Murphy (1987) points out that it was important for the instructional
leader (principal) to consider the depth of the learning goals in the school, the beliefs and
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practices of the staff in respect to teaching processes, and the diversity of instructional
methods used by teachers in the classroom. Principals could no longer use staff meetings
for cooperative goal setting to accomplish the school’s mission. Principals had to
actually supervise and evaluate teachers’ effectiveness in the classroom. This shift in
instructional leadership heightened the need for principals to get out of the office and
assume the leadership role that could only occur in the classroom setting (Morris et al.,
1984).
As the instructional leader, the principal was responsible for solving problems and
providing resources for teachers (Hallinger & Murphy, 1987). This meant that principals
addressed teachers’ problems and concerns which often included providing needed
resources such as materials, money, time, and information to enhance the instructional
program in the school. Thus, the effective principal was skillful in securing resources
from the community to support school goals and fostered a school environment that was
conducive for solving problems by utilizing group process, interpersonal communication
and motivation skills (Buffie, 1989).
In addition to solving problems and providing resources, principals during the
decade were also responsible for communicating the school’s vision to teachers, students,
parents and the community (Buffie, 1989; Educational Research Service, NAESP,
National Association of Secondary School Principals, 2000). The effective instructional
leader used the school’s vision as a compass to articulate the school’s future. The
school’s vision was used as the foundation for translating the goals of the school helped
energize and inspire staff and stakeholders to mobilize resources to accomplish school
goals (ERS et al., 2000).
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It was the responsibility of the instructional leader to help faculty, staff and
stakeholders embrace the vision of the school. Vision provided the impetus for
organizational change, and successful instructional leaders were able to influence
stakeholders to embrace their ideas. As a result, the organization of the school was
transformed, and the principal initiated and facilitated change in educational practices in
the school (Beck & Murphy, 1993). Thus, the principal assumed the role of change
agent. The concept of the principal as chief change agent originated, as a result, to foster
curriculum innovation in schools. According to Fullan (1982, 2001), the leadership of
the change agent initiated a new structure in interaction with stakeholders. Leadership
behaviors of the change agent focused on initiating change in goals, objectives,
configuration and procedures. Additionally, the change agent had to be a risk-taker who
had a vision that he communicated to shape and elevate motives and goals of
stakeholders (Fullan, 1985, 2001). Tye, (1970), gave the following account of the change
agent.
Building principal are key figures in the innovation process. Where they are both
aware of and sympathetic to an innovation, it tends to prosper. Where they are
ignorant of its existence, or apathetic if not hostile, it tends to remain outside the
bloodstream of the school. (p. 42)
During the 1980s numerous studies were conducted to determine the effectiveness
of the instructional leader. Ubben and Hughes (1987) reported the results of a study
conducted by Keith Goldhammer and Gerald L. Becker, titled, “What makes a good
Elementary Principal?” The results of the study supported the literature that described
an effective instructional leader (principal). Goldhammer and Becker concluded, “In
schools that were extremely good we inevitably found an aggressive, professionally alert,
dynamic principal determined to provide the kind of educational program he deemed
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necessary, no matter what” (Ubben & Hughes, 1987, p. 5). In contrast, the study
concluded that weak schools had a weak principal. “The schools were characterized by
unenthusiasm, squalor, and ineffectiveness. The principals are just serving out their
time” (Ubben & Hughes, 1987, p. 5). Furthermore, the morale of the teachers and
students was low, and fear was the basic control mechanism (Ubben & Hughes, 1987).
According to Beck and Murphy (1993), two values clearly defined and shaped the
principalship during the decade; effectiveness and accountability. Politicians and
educational stakeholders during the 1980s were concerned that schools accomplish their
goals. Above all, the school’s effectiveness was linked to, and even dependent on, the
actions of the principal and the principals were held accountable for successes and
failures in their schools (DeRoche, 1985). Additionally, it was implicit in the literature
during this decade that principals were accountable for educational efforts and that their
effectiveness or ineffectiveness could be objectively determined (Beck & Murphy, 1993).
Although instructional leadership dominated the principalship during this era,
managerial responsibilities still remained a key task for principals. Principals were
responsible for the flow of work and staff in the school. Additionally, principals were
still responsible for schedules, assignments, communication and supervision of the day to
day operation of the building (Doud, 1989; Luehe, 1989). Furthermore, the principal
continued to perform clerical duties in addition to leadership responsibilities.
Consequently, principals found themselves spending more time on managerial tasks than
instructional leadership tasks (Doud, 1989).
Research findings and summary. In summary, during the 1980s, the publication
of a landmark education report, A Nation at Risk, set in motion the modern standard
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based movement in education (Doud, 1989; NAESP, 1996). As a result of this report,
and others that followed, the “Effective Schools Movement” emerged in the United
States. The “Effective School Movement” stressed two concepts: strong principal
leadership in schools and curriculum innovation. During the decade, the political,
economic, social issues, and events in the United States demanded an innovative
curriculum in schools that was administered by effective instructional leaders (Achilles,
1987; Edmonds, 1979; Stedman, 1987). Thus, the principal became known as the
instructional leader during this decade and it was the belief during the 1980s that
successful schools were run by strong instructional leaders. The most important task for
principals during the 1980s was overseeing the quality of instruction in the school
(Buffie, 1989; Morris et al., 1984).
The instructional leader assumed the roles of problem solver, resource provider,
vision setter and change agent; and was accountable for the educational outcomes in the
school. Two values that clearly defined and shaped the principalship during the decade
were “effectiveness and accountability” (Beck & Murphy, 1993). Principals were
accountable for successes and failures in their school; and their effectiveness or
ineffectiveness could be objectively determined. According to Hillegas (1923), this was
the sane belief expressed during the 1920s, concerning principals’ “effectiveness and
accountability.” He noted, “If the school is a success it should be an evidence of his
success; if it is a failure it should likewise indicate his failure” (p. 45). Accordingly, the
role of the instructional leader did not supersede the management role. Thus, principals
still had to perform managerial responsibilities. As a result, educators and other
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stakeholders questioned the twin demands of instructional leadership and managerial
leadership (Morris et al., 1984).
By the end of the decade, the controversy still existed concerning the balance of
both with one job description. According to Morris et al. (1984), the challenge for
principals was the balance between change and stability, and how to be innovative while
keeping the building running smoothly. Thus, in the 1990s the emphasis pivoted towards
balancing instructional and managerial leadership.
Instructional and managerial leader of the 1990s. The 1990s was the last
decade of the 20th century and was considered to be the true dawn of the Information Age
(American Heritage Dictionary, 2007; Castells, 2000). It was not until the late 1980s and
the 1990s that technology became widely used by the general public. It was during this
era that the world-wide web emerged, and gained massive popularity worldwide and
e-mail became popular (Berners-Lee, 1991; Hardy, 1996). Businesses started to
construct E-commerce websites; and E-commerce companies such as Amazon.com,
EBay, AOL, and Yahoo advanced rapidly (Gale Encyclopedia of U.S. History, 2011).
The 1990s was a revolutionary decade for digital technology. Cell phones during the
1990s emerged and were only used by a few percent of the population (Gale
Encyclopedia of U.S. History, 2011). The news media outlets expanded; and 24 hours
news broadcast became popular, such as Cable News Network (CNN) (Pike, 2005). The
Information Age connected the world globally, which influenced the political, economic
and social climate in the United States (Castells, 2000).
Economically, a combination of factors which included the mass mobilization of
capital markets through neoliberalism, the beginning of new media such as the internet,
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and the dissolution of the Soviet Union led to a realignment and reconsolidation of
economic and political power across the world, and within countries (Castells, 2000;
Martinez & Garcia, 1996; Shah, 2010). President Bill Clinton’s endorsement of
advancing free trade in the Americas redistributed prosperity in the United States (Shah,
2010). As a result, the United States experienced consistent economic growth and the
longest period of economic expansion during the decade. Furthermore, after the 1996
Welfare Reform Act, there was a reduction in poverty in the United States (Encyclopedia
of Children and Childhood in History and Society, 2008; Urban Institute, 2010).
Personal incomes doubled from the recession in 1990, and there was higher productivity
overall. Many countries, institutions, companies and organizations were prosperous
during the 1990s.
Politically, the crisis continued in the Middle East. The United States was
involved in the Gulf War in 1991 (Finlan, 2003; Schwarzkopf & Petre, 1992). During
this era, President Bill Clinton was a dominant political figure in international affairs, and
was known for his attempts to negotiate peace in the Middle East (Clinton, 1998; Hart,
2011). The 1990s was an era of increased democracy. Globally, countries moved from
totalitarian regimes to democratically elected governments.
The 1990s was a continuation of educational reforms to restructure schools to
address the needs of an increased diverse student population and society (Parkay &
Stanford, 1995; Tyack & Cuban, 1995). The second wave of reforms during this decade
was referred to as the Restructuring Movement in education (Beck & Murphy, 1993;
Strojny, 2002). Politically, the 1989 Charlottesville Education Summit convened by
President George Bush and the Nation’s governors, led by Governor Bill Clinton,
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underscored the need for a national response to address educational needs in America
(NYSED, 2006; Jennings, 1998). The summit lead to a number of commitments and
developments, each important for sustaining the momentum of education reform
(Jennings, 1998; Ryan & Cooper, 1995; U. S. Department of Education, 1996). As a
result of the Charlottesville Education Summit, in 1990, President George Bush
announced the establishment of six national goals for education that would be achieved
by the year 2000 by all children in America (U.S. Department of Education, 1996). The
goals are listed in Figure 1.

Goal 1

School Readiness

Goal 2

School Completion

Goal 3

Student Achievement and Citizenship

Goal 4

Mathematics and Science

Goal 5

Adult Literacy and Lifelong Learning

Goal 6

Safe, Disciplined, and Alcohol and Drug-free Schools

Figure 1. Six National Goals

The national goals were an offspring of the report, A Nation at Risk (Ohanian,
2000). President George Bush referred to the goals as America 2000; however, President
Bill Clinton referred to the goals as Goals 2000 (Ohanian, 2000). The goals provided a
national framework for America’s public schools. The framework gave states and school
districts flexibility to design their own strategies to achieve them. Furthermore, the
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purpose of the goals was to produce an educated citizenry who could adapt to a changing
world, embrace an understanding of its cultural heritage and the world community, and to
maintain America’s leadership position in the 21st century (Ornstein & Levine, 2000).
The original document outlined six national goals to be achieved by the year
2000. In 1994, President Bill Clinton realigned the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act of 1965 to address higher standards in education. The alignment was in ESEA’s
largest program, Title I (Jennings, 1998; Strojny, 2002). The Clinton administration’s
alignment focused more on prevention in education than remediation. Richard Riley,
Secretary of Education during the Clinton’s Administration posits that children were
being held to low expectations. Additionally, Title I programs provided low level skills
remediation that focused on rote learning instead of providing disadvantaged students
opportunities to be exposed to higher order thinking skills (Jennings, 1998; Strojny,
2002). According to Jennings (1998) and Strojny (2002), on the fortieth anniversary of
Brown v Board of Education, Secretary Riley made the following statements:
I believe that there can be no equality in this nation without a renewed
commitment to excellence…that educating every child to use his or her
God-given talent is the precondition for full equality in this great country
of ours. In 1954, it would be” unfair” not to talk about high standards.
Excellence and equality have to be seen as one. Excellence and equality
are not incompatible – we have just never tried hard enough to put them
together for all our children. (Jennings, 1998, p. 113)
Thus, the purpose of Clinton’s alignment of ESEA was to raise standards for all children,
regardless of their socio-economic status, and to provide federal money and programs to
support state and local reform efforts (Jennings, 1998).
Congress has reauthorized ESEA several times since the original passage in 1965.
The most recent reauthorization of ESEA was in 2002, known as No Child Left Behind
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(NCLB) (Weaver, 2006). The original passage of ESEA revolutionized the federal
government’s role in education (Brown-Nagin, 2012; Jennings, 1998). Even though
education is the responsibility of the state and local governments, ESEA’s legacy fueled
debates among American stakeholders whether the federal government had become too
involved in legislating education at the state and school district level (Brown-Nagin,
2012; Jennings, 1998). Additionally, in 1994, Congress and President Clinton made a bipartisan commitment to education by passing Goals 2000: Educate America Act, which
added two new goals to address the critical areas of teacher education and professional
development and parental participation (Jennings, 1998; Ravitch, 2010; U. S. Department
of Education, 1996).
Although education is a local function and a state responsibility, by establishing
the National Goals for Education, the federal government pledged to form a new and
supportive partnership with states and communities in an effort to improve student
academic achievement across the nation. Educators, businesses, parent organizations,
and Republican and Democratic elected leaders agreed that this response was needed
(U.S. Department of Education, 1996). Goals 2000: Educate America Act provided
grants to states and communities to assist in the development and implementation of
education reforms focused on raising student achievement (Ravitch, 2010; Tyack &
Cuban, 1995; U.S. Department of Education, 1996).
During the 1990s, the emphasis was directly on accountability for student
performance, especially as measured on standardized achievement tests (Doud & Keller,
1998). School districts continued to decentralize the decision-making process. Thus,
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decision-making concerning the instructional program in the school became the
responsibility of the principal, staff, and parents (Doud & Keller, 1998).
The charter school concept that had emerged in the 1960s, as one of many
educational reform initiatives to provide an alternative choice to educate children did not
gain momentum until the 1990s when it gained wide spread support among bipartisan
politicians (Broadnax, 2001). As intended, the charter school concept provided an
additional choice option in the public educational system.
In addition to the Restructuring Movement in education, crimes, violence, and the
illegal use of drugs continued to escalate in America’s schools (National Center for
Victims of Crime, 2008). For example, the Columbine High School Massacre that
occurred in 1999 sent shock waves throughout the nation. As a result, school leaders
were called upon to refine school safety plans that would maintain and ensure a safe
learning environment for all students (Elias, 2009; Noguera, 1995; Skiba, 2000; Toppo &
Elias, 2009). All the aforementioned political, economic, social issues, and events
influenced the roles and responsibilities of the elementary principalship during the
decade. Subsequently, management of the school was a focus that would be balanced
with the duties of the effective instructional leader (Boris-Schacter, 2007).
The “effective schools” research clearly stated that a good principal is the
keystone of a good school (ERS et al., 2000). In order to impact instruction in the school,
the structure and organization of the school had to be managed efficiently and effectively
(Ubben & Hughes, 1987, 1997). Thus, the principals’ role and responsibilities were both
instructional and managerial. As a result, the principal had a dual role in the school, as
instructional leader and manager. Hence, the literature in the 1990s described the
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principal as an instructional and managerial leader. As a result, the principal had to find a
proper balance between managerial and instructional responsibilities that complemented
and supported each other, rather than being in constant competition (Grigsby et al.,
2010).
According to Hallinger and Murphy (1986), the effective instructional leader was
responsible for focusing on the development of curriculum and instruction, rather than on
management issues. Thus, emphasis on the instructional leadership in the school did not
mean that management of the school should be neglected. According to Stronge (1993),
the primary role of the principals can be characterized by both managerial and
instructional leadership responsibilities. Thus, Stronge (1993) characterized this balanced
view of educational leadership as one that “draws a rational relationship between
managerial efficiency and instructionally effective schools” (p. 5). Nevertheless, a
principal who focused primarily on management tasks may not have sufficient time to
provide instructional leadership in the school. Likewise, a principal who neglects
managerial tasks may not provide the staff with a well-organized environment in which
to work. Otherwise, the effective school leader of this era possessed the capacity and
ability to balance instructional and managerial tasks in the day to day operation of the
school (Boris-Schacter, 2007; Stronge, 1993).
Changes in school governance also forced principals to take greater responsibility
for staffing, budgeting, and other managerial duties (North Central Regional Educational
Laboratory, 2011). This dual responsibility of instructional leadership and managerial
control continued to present numerous challenges for the principalship such as
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maintaining a balance between change and stability and being an innovative instructional
leader while keeping the building running smoothly (Stronge, 1993).
During this decade, the daily job of a principal involved working with staff,
students, parents, community stakeholders, and central office. The role of the
principalship during this era was to provide instructional leadership to guide the school
toward a new vision to accomplish school’s goals; likewise, the daily routine and
managerial tasks were part of the principal’s responsibility (Grigsby et al., 2010).
Subsequently, the principal was responsible for carrying out the functions of both
instructional leader and manager in the school.
According to a research project conducted by Allen (2008), and the 1998 NAESP
Ten-Year Study of the K-8 Principal conducted by Doud and Keller (1998), principals
were responsible for the instructional and managerial leadership duties (activities) listed
below.
Instructional Leadership duties included the following:
1. Supervising and evaluating teachers

2. Facilitating the development of the School Improvement Plan (SIP)
3. Monitoring the implementation of the SIP
4. Identifying professional growth needs for teachers
5. Providing mentoring for new teachers
6. Aligning the curriculum to state standards
7. Encouraging the use of a variety of instructional strategies
8. Developing and providing professional development activities for teachers
9. Disaggregating formative and summative test data
10. Encouraging the use of a variety of formative assessment strategies to assess
student performance. (p. 18)
Managerial leadership duties included the following:
1. Preparing and monitoring a school budget
2. Supervising and evaluating non-professional staff (custodians, para-professionals)
3. Screening, interviewing and selecting teachers
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4. Screening, interviewing and selecting non-professional staff (custodians, paraprofessionals)
5. Meeting with parents concerning academics or discipline
6. Organizing the school day for maximum time for teaching and learning
7. Managing the cleaning and maintenance of the school building and grounds
8. Implementing and monitoring the school safety plan
9. Meeting with community groups (school stakeholders)
10. Disciplining students for misbehavior. (p. 20)
The results of the instructional and managerial research project conducted by
Allen (2008) revealed that principals and superintendents in Tennessee public schools
agreed that both instructional and managerial leadership was imperative in meeting the
school’s goals. They rated the level of responsibility for the aforementioned instructional
and managerial leadership activities (duties) performed by elementary principals in
schools at nearly identical levels. The mean score for instructional leadership activities
rated by principals was 3.43 and 3.37 by superintendents. Principals’ managerial
leadership activities mean score was 3.29 and 3.35 for superintendents. The mean scores
for principals and superintendents indicated that there was not a significant difference
between how principals and superintendents rated the level of responsibility for
instructional and managerial leadership activities performed in Tennessee schools (Allen,
2008).
In addition, the research project revealed there was congruence in the perception
of how principals and superintendents rated the level of responsibility for instructional
and managerial leadership activities in Tennessee schools. Likewise, they both agreed
that instructional leadership was a top priority; while supervising and evaluating staff
were ranked as the number one task performed by principals (Allen, 2008). The research
also concluded that there was compelling evidence presented in the education literature
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that managerial leadership activities were important in meeting accountability mandates
and achieving school goals (Allen, 2008).
The principalship of the 1990s also represented a myriad of complex roles.
According to Beck and Murphy (1993) and Doud and Keller (1998), the principal’s role
during the 1990s was viewed as a leader, servant, organizational and social architect,
educator, moral agent and community leader. As a leader, the principal provided
instructional leadership to help accomplish school goals. The servant leader encouraged,
supported and enabled staff to unfold their full potential and abilities. In addition, the
servant leader empowered teachers, and served as a support function for teaching, rather
than a mechanism for the control of teaching (Bolin, 1989; Bolman & Deal, 1995).
Furthermore, as the organizational and social architect, principals had to address
the environmental challenges confronting schools. These challenges shaped the
evolution of post-industrial organizational forms, and overhauled the educational system
to meet the demands that resulted from the changing social structure in the country (Beck
& Murphy, 1993; Doud & Keller, 1998). In their roles as organizational and social
architects, principals acknowledged the changing context in which schools had to
function, and assisted other educational stakeholders to embrace those principles as
schools were being reconstructed (Doud & Keller; 1998).
Also, as educator, the principal had to be well educated and involved with the
core technology of the school. Likewise, it was important for the principal to become a
role model for teachers and to demonstrate educational leadership by being the head
learner in the school (Hillegas, 1923, Barth, 1990). Furthermore, the principal, as the
moral agent, was concerned with social justice in the school (Bolman & Deal, 1995). For
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this reason, the value dimensions of the principalship were important because the
principal had to deal with activities in the school that involved critical ethical issues
(Rebore, 2001). Finally, as community leader, the principal was responsible for building
a school community that fostered a caring relationship with teachers, students, parents,
and other educational stakeholders as colleagues, partners, co-learners and friends
(Education Week, 2004; Webster, 1989). Collaboratively, all aforementioned
stakeholders worked together to accomplish the goals of the school.
Research Findings and Summary. The 1990s was a continuation of educational
reforms to improve students’ academic performance in America’s schools. Hence, the
second wave of educational reforms was referred to as the Restructuring Movement. As
a result of the movement, the federal government established the six national goals for
education (Jennings, 1998; NYSED, 2006; U. S. Department of Education, 1996).
Federal grants were provided to states to develop and implement education reforms that
focused on raising student achievement. The decade emphasized and focused on
accountability for student performance. Thus, it was the responsibility of principals to
serve as instructional leaders and managers to implement educational reforms at the
school level to meet accountability mandates.
In summary, the successful instructional and managerial leader of the 1990s was
one who was able to find the right balance between instructional and managerial
responsibilities in order to accomplish school goals (ERS et al., 2000; Stronge, 1993). In
serving as the instructional and managerial leader, the principals of this decade assumed
multiple complex roles such as being instructional and managerial leaders in schools in
addition to other roles in the community (Beck & Murphy, 1993; Padgett, 2008; Webster,
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1989). In elementary schools during the 1990s, principals were often the lone
administrator carrying on the functions of both manager and leader. By balancing both
managerial and instructional leadership skills, the principal was seen as a change agent
for transforming schools at the dawn of the 21st century.
Transformative leader of the 2000s. During the dawn of the 21st century,
educational stakeholders continued to demand academic accountability in America’s
schools (Doud & Keller, 1998; Ornstein & Levine, 2000; Tyack & Cuban, 1995). The
federal government continued to be involved in education because of student’s low
academic performance (Parkay & Stanford, 1995; Strojny, 2002; U.S. Department of
Education, 2001). Stakeholders feared that low academic performance of America’s
children would impact the country’s future economically, socially, and affect America’s
ability to compete internationally (Ornstein & Levine, 2000; Strojny, 2002). The
elementary principal’s role reflected this continued demand for increased accountability
and improvement in schools. Additionally, the elementary principal continued to balance
managerial and instructional leadership skills in schools (Shellard, 2002). Thus, the
principal’s leadership role became more transformative in schools to address policy
makers and stakeholders concerns about student performance (academic achievement).
In addition, other political, social issues and events that occurred during the decade
influenced education; thus, influencing the elementary principalship. Some of the issues
discussed below expanded the principal’s role and responsibilities in schools. Principals
had to address these issues with the faculty, parents, student body and the community.
For example, fine-tuning school safety plans, expanding the use of technology and
privacy issues.
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During the beginning of the decade, Americans witnessed the September 11, 2001
(9/11) attack on the World Trade Center in New York. The 9/11 tragedy impacted the
nation politically, economically and socially (Barry, 2006, Jacobson, 2007; Makinen,
2002). As a result, the United States waged a War on Terror at home and abroad. The
War on Terror generated extreme controversy around the world, with questions regarding
the United States actions leading to a loss of support for the American government
(Jacobson, 2007; Richissin, 2004).
Additionally, in 2005, Hurricane Katrina also had a significant impact on
political, economic and the social bearing of the country. This national disaster flooded
the city of New Orleans, and displaced families and school children throughout the
southern region of the country (Jacobson, 2007; Knabb, Rhome, & Brown, 2005;
Pittman 2005; U. S. Government, 2006). Furthermore, the United States experienced an
economic crisis in 2008, which was described as the largest since the great depression
(Foldvary, 2007; Isidore, 2008; Roubini, 2009).
Globalization which had intensified in the 1990s continued to influence the world
in the 2000s (Jahan, 2011; Latchem & Hanna, 2001). The expansion and use of the
internet was one of the prime contributors to globalization (Jacobson, 2007; Ludden,
1998). The internet provided a forum for interaction between people of different cultures
to share experiences and ideas (Jacobson, 2007; Segaller, 1998). Social media spread
throughout the world. Economically, the internet served as a tool to purchase and sell
items on-line. Additionally, the internet was utilized to research and learn about anything
without leaving home.
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Politically, during the decade, George W. Bush became the 43rd President of the
United States after a highly contested national election (Jacobson, 2007). Furthermore,
Barack Obama, the first African American, was elected as the 44th President of the
United States in 2008. It was during the beginning of the 21st century that the federal
government involvement in education escalated with the passage of No Child Left
Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001 (U.S. Department of Education, 2001). No Child Left
Behind was the eighth reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
(Weaver, 2006). One important goal of NCLB was to strengthen the “accountability”
which States first implemented by President George H. Bush during his historic 1989
education summit with the Nation’s governors (Jennings, 1998; NYSED, 2006; U.S.
Department of Education, 2001). No Child Left Behind was considered an extension of
Goals 2000. Every Goals 2000 mandate was reauthorized in No Child Left Behind
(Alden, 2001; Ravitch, 2010).
The passage of the landmark No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001 placed
increased accountability for states, school districts and schools to improve America’s
elementary and secondary schools (U.S. Department of Education, 2001). It also
strengthened Title I accountability by requiring states to implement statewide
accountability systems covering all public schools and students. These systems were
based on challenging state standards in reading and math, annual testing for all students
in grades 3-8, and annual statewide progress objectives ensuring that all groups of
students reached proficiency within 12 years (U.S. Department of Education, 2001).
Assessment results and state progress objectives were mandated to be reported by
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poverty, race, ethnicity, and disability and students with limited English proficiency to
ensure that no group was left behind (U.S. Department of Education, 2001, 2002).
School districts and schools that failed to make adequate yearly progress (AYP)
toward statewide proficiency goals would, over time, be subject to improvement,
corrective action, and restructuring measures aimed at getting them back on course to
meet state standards (U.S. department of Education, 2001). Furthermore, several studies
projected that more than 90% of U.S. public schools would eventually fail to meet federal
standards and be subjected to sanctions (Weaver, 2006). Although the Act received
bipartisan support, Democrats went on record to state that the new federal guidelines
required a lot out of school districts and state education departments but did not offer
adequate funding (Hardy, 2002).
In addition to NCLB, during the latter part of the decade, states and school
systems found themselves competing for federal funds by the implementation of Race To
The TOP (RTTT) during the 2009-2010 school year (U.S. Department of Education,
2010). Race To The Top (RTTT) was part of the American Recovery and Reinvestment
Act (ARRA) of 2009 that was orchestrated by President Barack Obama’s Administration
and passed by Congress to stimulate the nation’s volatile economy (Manna, 2010; U. S.
Department of Education, 2010). The federal government allocated $4.35 billion to the
United States Department of Education. The department devised a competitive grant
program based on innovation and reforms in state and local school districts’ educational
programs (U.S. Department of Education, 2010). Race To The Top (RTTT) was a
paradigm shift in the distribution of federal funds to support state and local school
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districts. Instead of distributing funds to states and local school districts based on
funding formulas; states had to compete for the funds (The New Teacher Project, 2010;
Scott, 2011).
The cornerstone components of the grant included the following: (1) Developing
Great Teachers and Leaders, (2) Enhancing Standards and Assessments, (3) Turning
around the Lowest-Achieving Schools and (4) Expanding Data Systems to Support
Instruction (Scott, 2011; Tennessee’s Race to The Top Application, 2010; U.S.
Department of Education, 2010). States had to submit applications that addressed the
above components. Additionally, many states, legislatively, changed educational policies
to meet the requirements outlined in the application to compete for grant funds.
Race to the Top has been criticized by educators, teacher unions, politicians,
policy analysts and civil rights organizations. Educators and teachers’ unions opposed
using test data as part of teachers’ evaluations because it is an inaccurate measure to
evaluate teachers’ effectiveness in the classroom (National Education Association, 2008;
Weingarten, 2010). Civil rights organizations believe that this approach of distributing
federal dollars to states reinstates the antiquated and highly politicized frame that civil
rights organizations fought to remove in 1965 (McNeil, 2010). Finally, some
conservative politicians and other education stakeholders feel that RTTT has gone too far
in imposing federal control on state schools (Manna, 2010). As a result of RTTT, 48
states adopted common core standards for K-12 (U.S. Department of Education, 2009).
As a result of increased mandates from the state and federal level, principals
embraced principles of transformative leadership that was used in business and
governance to address accountability demands in schools. According to (Jahan, 2011; -
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Latchem & Hanna, 2001; Lulee, 2011), globalization caused people to look for a new
form of leadership in business and governance. Thus, transformative leadership emerged
in the society, economy and politics in the United States (Burns, 1978; Jahan, 2011).
Transformative leaders were not only recognized for having power or authority; but
leaders who had a vision and a sense of purpose. Bass (1985) and Jahan (2011) described
the transformative leader as a person who could guide, direct, and influence others to
bring about fundamental changes in organizations.
According to Bass (1985) and Jahan (2011), transformative leadership was not
only about vision and commitment; however, it also emphasized the need for leaders to
exemplify a different set of organizational processes and behavior. The transformative
leader’s vision, and commitment and institutional behavior are included in Figure 2
below that describes the qualities of transformative leadership (Astin & Astin, 2001;
Bass, 1985; Jahan, 2011).
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Vision and Commitment

Institutional Behavior

Equality

Participatory

Equity

Egalitarian

Empowerment

Responsive

Human rights

Transparent

Peace

Accountable

Sustainability

Non-corrupt

Shared power, responsibility

Consensus-oriented

Well-being

Empowering

Figure 2. Qualities of Transformative Leadership

Likewise, James MacGregor Burns introduced the same concept of transforming
leadership in reference to political leaders (Burns, 1978). Burns (1978) claimed that the
difference between management and leadership were in the characteristics and behaviors
of leaders. According to Burns (1978), the transforming approach created change in the
life of employees and the organization. This approach redesigned perceptions, values,
and changed expectations and aspirations of employees in the organization.
Further, Bernard M. Bass (1985) enhanced Burns’ initial concept by describing
how transformational leadership is measured and how it impacts followers’ motivation
and performance. According to Bass (1985) and MacDonald (2005), the employees of a
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leader felt trust, admiration, loyalty and respect for the leader. The transformative
leader’s qualities inspired workers to work harder than originally expected to meet the
organization’s goals (MacDonald, 2005). This occurred because the transformational
leader offered employees more than just working for self-gain. Employees were
provided with an inspiring mission, vision, and an identity (Bass, 1985; Lulee, 2011).
According to Bass (1985) and Lulee (2011), the leader transformed and motivated
employees through his idealized influence, intellectual stimulation and individual
consideration. The transformative leader encouraged employees to be creative and
developed new ideas to challenge the status quo and alter the working environment to
support success.
When the idea of transformational leadership emerged in 1978, it was not studied
in schools. Burns and Bass based their work on political leaders, army officers, and
business executives (Liontos, 1992). Eventually, limited studies conducted in schools
provided evidence that there were a close correlation in the use of transformational
leadership in a school setting and a business environment (Leithwood, 1992). According
to Rasing (2011), transformational leadership was no longer used exclusively in
companies; it was also used in educational contexts. The role of the principal became
transformative in the school to focus on the importance of teamwork and comprehensive
school improvement (Liontos, 1992).
The school improvement restructuring initiatives and demands of the 1990s
advocated a different view of school leadership, and advocates for school reform also
advocated altering power relationships in the school (Liontos, 1992; MacDonald, 2005).
According to Mitchell and Tucker (1992), instructional leadership was viewed as the
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capacity of the principal to supervise staff to get things done and usually excluded teacher
development. This view of instructional leadership prevented the focus on the
importance of teamwork and comprehensive school improvement. Further, according to
Mitchell and Tucker (1992) leadership must not be viewed as aggressive action by school
leaders; however, it should be viewed as a way of thinking about the entire school staff,
their jobs, and the nature of the educational process. If school leaders embraced this view
of leadership in schools; less emphasis would be focused on “instructional leadership”
and a greater emphasis would be placed on “transformational leadership.” Thus,
“instructional leadership” was “out” and “transformational leadership” was “in” during
the beginning of the 2000 decade. Furthermore, according to Astin and Astin (2001) and
Fullan (1996), principals should become agents of change in the 21st century because the
previous managerial and instructional leadership models were not sufficient in meeting
the school’s goals.
According to Hoy and Miskel (2005), the basic framework for transformational
leadership included three types of leadership: Laissez-Faire, Transactional and
Transformational. Principals embraced transformational leadership because on the fullrange leadership continuum this type of leadership went beyond Laissez-Faire and
Transactional leadership factors in working with employees (Hoy & Miskel, 2005).
Transformational leaders were proactive, increased the awareness level of employees,
inspired collective interests of employees and assisted employees in meeting the school’s
goals. The behaviors of transformational leaders were based on the following four
factors: idealized influence, inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulation and
individualized consideration (Bass, 1985; Hoy & Miskel, 2005; Lulee, 2011).
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Idealized influence was divided into two subtypes: attributed idealized influence
and idealized influence as behavior. Attributed idealized influence existed when
employees perceived the leader as charismatic, confident, powerful and focused on
higher-order ideals and ethics. In contrast, idealized influence as behavior was
charismatic behaviors of leaders that focus on values, beliefs and a sense of mission
(Bass 1985, 1999; Hoy & Miskel, 2005; Yukl, 1989, 2002).
Inspirational motivation changes the expectations of employees to believe that the
school’s problems can be solved or goals can be achieved. The transformational leaders
energized employees by projecting an optimistic future, communicating goals, and
creating idealized visions for the school that was attainable (Bass 1985, 1999; Hoy &
Miskel, 2005; Yukl, 1989, 2002). Further, team spirit, enthusiasm, optimism, goal
commitment and a shared vision was created within the school.
Intellectual stimulation was viewed as getting employees to “think outside the
box” and to be creative. The leader stimulated employees to be innovative and creative
by questioning old assumptions, traditions, beliefs and reframing the problems or goals
around news ideas, assumptions and beliefs (Bass 1985, 1999; Hoy & Miskel, 2005;
Yukl, 1989, 2002). Likewise, employees stimulated leaders to reconsider their own
perspectives and to “think outside the box.”
Individualized consideration meant that the leaders were attentive to each
individual’s need for achievement and professional growth. The leader determined the
needs and strengths of employees. Learning opportunities for employees were created in
a supportive school climate (Bass 1985, 1999; Hoy & Miskel, 2005; Yukl, 1989, 2002).
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In other words, transformational leaders created leaders in the school and assisted them to
take responsibility for their own professional growth and development.
Liontos (1992), in an article titled “Transformation Leadership” identified
strategies that transformational leaders used in schools. According to Liontos (1992), the
strategies were based on specific ideas from the work of Leithwood (1992), Poplin (1992)
and Sagor (1992). Thus, Liontos (1992) discussed strategies that transformational leaders
used in schools which included daily visitation to assist teachers in the classroom,
involving the entire staff in developing school goals, beliefs and vision, and clarifying
key points during staff meeting. Additionally, using school improvement teams as a
means to involve staff in governance functions and publicly recognize the work staff and
students have contributed to the school improvement effort. Liontos (1992), expressed
that principals should allow teachers to experiment with new ideas and share their ideas
and talents with one another. Thus, in order for teachers to do this, the principal should
provide resources for projects and time for collaborative planning during the workday. In
addition, when hiring new staff, the principal should seek out individuals who do not
mind being involved in decision-making and collaborating with the staff. Finally,
principals should communicate high expectations for teachers and students.
According to Leithwood (1992) and Sergiovanni (1990), transformational
leadership in schools altered the attitude of staff toward school improvement, altered
instructional behavior and improved student achievement. Further, in research conducted
by Sagor (1992), teachers and students reported a culture conducive to school success
improvement had a transformational leader as the principal. According to Mitchell and
Tucker (1992), transformational leadership should be a balanced approach to creating
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high performance schools because schools still rely on top-down management practices
to a certain degree. Even though the transformative leader utilized top-down
management practices, finding the right balance is the problem. Leithwood (1992)
concurs, “While most schools rely on both top-down and a facilitative form of power,
finding the right balance is the problem, and for schools that are restructuring, moving
closer to the facilitative end of the power continuum will usually solve this problem” (p.
9). Furthermore, according to Rasing (2011), transformational leadership in education is
necessary to raise academic performance, and to make schools responsive to the
problems and challenges of the world in the 21st century.
Research findings and summary. During this era, principals continued to
encounter federal accountability mandates to improve student’s academic performance in
schools. For example, the enactment of NCLB Act of 200l and the implementation of
RTTT in 2009 (U. S. Department of Education, 2001; U. S. Department of Education,
2009). Thus, the principal’s leadership role became more transformative in schools to
address federal mandates and education stakeholders concerns. Additionally, the role of
the principal focused on the importance of teamwork and comprehensive school
improvement. As a result, principals were described as transformative leaders (Liontos,
1992). Principals were leaders who were not only recognized as having power or
authority; but leaders who had a vision and a sense of purpose who could guide, direct,
and influence others to bring about fundamental changes in schools (Bass, 1985; Jahan,
2011).
During the 2000 decade, principals utilized transformative leadership practices in
schools. Moreover, transformative leaders were faced with more challenging goals from
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policy makers and stakeholders to improve students’ performance in schools (Rasing,
2011). Furthermore, there was a greater need for all stakeholders in the school to respond
to the academic accountability challenge, rather than waiting for the principal to solely
come up with the solution. Therefore, transformative leadership skills and processes
were utilized, as a mean, to achieve those goals.
Summary
The elementary principalship can be traced to the mid-19th century in the United
States (Pierce, 1935). The position was not created, but rather evolved through various
stages until it became a recognized position in schools. Prior to the recognition of the
title “principal” during the 19th century, educators who were responsible for teaching
reading and writing assumed leadership duties in schools.
According to Blumberg and Greenfield (1980) and Pierce (1935), factors that led
to the development of the principalship included (1) rapid growth of cities, (2) grading of
schools, (3) consolidation of departments under a single “principal,” (4) freeing of the
“principal” from teaching duties, (5) recognition of the “principal” as the supervisory
head of the school, and (6) the establishment of the Department of Elementary School
Principals within the National Education Association in 1921.
During the 20th century, the principalship was influenced by the political,
economic, social issues, and events that occurred in the nation. As a result, dominant
themes emerged in the literature to describe the role and responsibilities of the
elementary principalship. Accordingly, the principal was described each decade during
the 20th century and the beginning of the 21st century as follows: Value Broker and
Scientific Manager (1920s), Executive/Manager (1930s), Democratic Leader (1940s),
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Theory-guided Administrator (1950s), Bureaucratic Executive (1960s), Humanistic
Facilitator (1970s), Instructional Leader (1980s), Instructional and Managerial Leader
(1990s), and the Transformative Leader (2000s). See Appendix F, Research Findings, for
additional information.
Chapter 4 will include a summary of the evolution of the elementary principalship
and highlight how the political, economic, social issues, and events influenced the
elementary principalship each decade during the 20th century and the beginning of the
21st century. In addition, Chapter 4 provides the future implications of these findings and
a conclusion.

126

Chapter 4
Discussion of Findings and Conclusions
Chapter 4 provides a discussion of the results and findings presented in Chapter 3,
the future implications of these findings, and conclusions. While various studies and
articles have been written about the evolution of principalship; limited research has
focused on the direct link between the political, economic, social issues and events that
may have influenced the evolution. Understanding the relationship between these factors
and the potential they have for influencing future changes in the role and responsibilities
of the principal is imperative especially if principals will be expected to adapt quickly to
changes.
As outlined in Chapter 1, the purpose of this research study was to provide a
framework for the historical evolution of the elementary school principalship in the
United States during the past 80 years. More specifically, the study discussed the (status)
leadership roles, responsibilities, and duties of elementary principals during this time
period and provided a greater understanding of how the political, economic, social issues,
and major events in the nation influenced the elementary principalship during this era.
This research provides current and aspiring principals, education stakeholders, and policy
makers with a framework for understanding and recognizing the potential impact of
ongoing political, economic, social issues and events on the principalship and what it
may mean for them in the future.
The study was guided by the following research questions:
1. How has the public elementary principalship evolved in the United States during
the 20th century?
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2. How do the political, economic, social issues, and events influence the elementary
principal ship in the United States?
3. What was the status of the public school elementary principal in each
decade (1928-2008) during the 20th century and the beginning of the 21st century?
Discussion of Major Findings, Part I: 80 Years of Elementary Principalship
The discussion section is presented in two separate parts based on the research
questions and how they apply to each decade. The combined response to research
question one and two are presented for each decade. At the end of the discussion of
major findings, a summary discussion is presented that is a response to the first part of
research questions three. The second part of research question three is provided in the
proceeding section.
To address the three research questions, the researcher developed four templates
to capture, examine, and evaluate primary and secondary data sources. An analysis of 80
years of studies commissioned by the National Association of Elementary School
Principal provided critical insight into the factors that were of significance to the
elementary principalship of each specific decade. Other primary and secondary sources
such as Horace Mann’s Common School Journals, Boston, Massachusetts’ school board
minutes dating back to the 1800s, and a multitude of books and articles were consulted to
validate findings. Collectively, the Ten-Year Studies and the other primary and
secondary sources provided an important historical overview of the elementary
principalship, factors that affected the elementary principalship, and a perspective on the
political, economic, societal issues, events, and changes that shaped American education,
and thus influenced the roles and responsibilities (status) of elementary principals during
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the past 80 years. The following is an analysis of how the research questions posed in the
study was answered.
To answer the three research question, the researcher analyzed the data included
in the research templates that were developed to guide the study and allow for data
comparison and validation. The existing literature and the Ten-Year Studies conducted
by the National Association of Elementary School Principals confirmed the historical
evolution of the elementary principalship in the United States during the 20th century and
21st century and were critical in addressing research question 1 and 2.
Research Question 1: How has the public elementary principalship evolved in the
United States during the 20th century?
Research Question 2: How do the political, economic, social issues, and events
influence the elementary principalship in the United States?
The research findings indicate that prior to the recognition of the title “principal”
during the 19th century, educators who were responsible for teaching reading and writing
assumed leadership duties in school. According to the analyzed data, factors that led to
the evolution of the elementary principalship were the results of the political, economic,
social issues, and events in the United States prior to the 19th century and during the mid19th century. For example, the colonial law, the Old Deluder Satan Act, passed by the
Massachusetts’ General Court in 1647 set the precedent that civil government had
authority over education (Johnson et al., 1994; Ornstein & Levine, 2000; Ryan & Cooper,
1995). Furthermore, following the American Revolution, the Northwest Land
Ordinances of 1785 and 1787 were passed for the purpose of maintaining public schools.
Likewise, the Common Schools Movement emerged around the mid 1830 as a result of
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advocates for Universal Education in America. Advocates promoted Universal
Education as a means to strengthen the nation’s prosperity from a democratic, economic,
and social perspective (Mann, 1867). As a result of the establishment of Common
Schools in the United States, compulsory elementary school attendance laws were
enacted in thirty-three states by 1900 (Johnson et al., 1994). As schools’ population
increased in cities and rural areas in the United States, the stages of the elementary
principalship further evolved as the educator who was responsible to manage and
supervise the day to day operation of the school and staff. A discussion of each decade’s
finding is presented below and a summary of all the findings is presented in Appendix F.
The 1920s
The 1920s emphasized the teaching principal, but also focused on the supervising
principal in city school systems. During the 1920s, the elementary principal was called
the Value Broker and Scientific Manager (Beck & Murphy, 1993). With the emergence
of the Religious Movement and the principles of scientific management, the principal
was expected to promote traditional spiritual and civic values in the school and
community. Additionally, writers during this period like Cubberley (1923) and Johnston
et al. (1922) wrote about the use of scientific management principles to assist in the
efficiency and effectiveness of the day to day operation of the school (Johnston et al.,
1922). Finally, the formation of the Department of Elementary School Principals had a
tremendous influence on the principalship during the decade because it motivated
principals to conduct studies, write about their own profession, experiences, and have
them publish (Pierce, 1935). By the end of the 1920s, less emphasis was placed on
promoting spiritual and civic values by the school principal, and principles of scientific
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management were used in schools. This was also the decade when it was widely
recognized that the standard preparation for the elementary school principals should
include four years of college, plus a graduate year with a major in education.
The 1930s
The utilization of scientific management principles in schools during the 1920s
led to schools being viewed as a business by educators in the 1930s. As a result, schools
were managed by an executive, rather than a principal (Beck & Murphy, 1993). The
principal was considered to be a middle manager within an educational bureaucracy.
Furthermore, the principal was viewed as a bureaucratic organizer and supervisor in the
school (Beck & Murphy, 1993; Callahan, 1962). As a result, the principals’ duties during
this decade was primarily administrative and not instructional (Beck & Murphy, 1993;
Callahan, 1962). It was during this decade that Tyack and Hansot (1982) credited
university educators for enhancing the professionalization of the principalship by
establishing special courses of study to prepare educational leaders. The courses
included finance, business administration, organization and administration of the
curriculum and the school, and management of school records and reports (Newlon,
1934; Tyack & Hansot, 1982). Consequently, the university preparation programs
reinforced that the principal’s job was an executive or manager. During the latter part of
the 1930s, the principal’ role was redefined by the economic depression. The principal
was expected to provide supportive leadership to staff, students and the community who
had experienced the stress and deprivation during the economic depression years.
According to Bland (1935), the principal’s role shifted toward the ideals of democracy.
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The 1940s
The next available Ten-Year Study covered the 1940s. In the 1940s, the major
role of the elementary principal focused on supervision of teachers and the improvement
of instruction. This role was important to the future of America because it would assist
teachers in preparing children to function adequately in the changing political, economic
and social conditions in the nation. As the result of World War II and the Human
Resource Movement, the principal was described as the Democratic Leader and
responsible for promoting the ideals of democracy in schools and the community during
the 1940s (Beck & Murphy, 1993; Goldman, 1966). Additionally, the principal was
responsible for expanding the school’s curriculum to include social issues (Kilpatrick &
Van Til, 1947). As a result, principals promoted democratic management principles in
schools in an effort to motivate employees to perform productively on the job. During
the 1940s, education inequality emerged in the United States setting the stage for Brown
v Board of Education in 1954 (Beck & Murphy, 1993). By the end of the decade,
principals not only used democratic values and management in schools; consequently,
leadership theories emerged that would guide decisions made in schools by principals in
future decades. However, principals still had teaching responsibilities and one of the
challenges initially recognized during this decade was the lack of time to devote to
supervision of teachers due to managerial tasks. Thus, the 1940s would see the end of the
teaching principal and the rise of the theory-guided administrator.
The 1950s
According to Griffiths (1959), the political, social issues, and events in the nation
and the instructional focus in America’s school significantly changed the role of the
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principal. As a result, the Administrative Theory Movement emerged during the decade
to address these significant changes. During this decade, the principal was described as
the Theory-guided Administrator. Beck and Murphy (1993) described two distinct roles
for principals during this time period. One role was utilizing the science of organizations
to operate schools, and the other role was the efficacy of time spent managing detailed
planning and implementing school activities. According to Griffiths (1959), principals
were expected to develop and test theories the same way researchers did in the scientific
disciplines.
Researchers (Campbell et al., 1987; Department of Elementary School Principals,
1958; Woodruff, 1958) all agreed that the principalship was shaped by social and
political issues in the country. For example, the 1954 Brown v. Board of Education
decision was referred to as a “water shed event in American life” and the launching of
Sputnik in 1957 changed the curriculum and instructional practices in math and science
in schools. The literature during this era suggested that the political and social issues
during the 1950s assisted in producing the open-systems approach to administration. By
the end of the decade, principals were in a transitional phase concerning role expectation.
As a result, principals fluctuated between the theoretical perspectives of their work, and
dwelled on managing the mundane issues and activities in school.
The 1960s
During the 1960s principals were described as Bureaucratic Executives (Beck &
Murphy, 1993; Department of Elementary School Principals, 1968). According to Beck
and Murphy (1993), principals used bureaucratic principles in a well-developed
educational bureaucracy with clearly defined bases of power and responsibility. The
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administration in the 1960s was a highly impersonal activity in schools. Principals made
all decisions and did not consider or accept input from educational stakeholders in the
school (Beck & Murphy, 1993, Owens, 2004). However, the Open-Education Movement
influenced educational practices in schools, and principals were now required to
successfully implement those practices in schools (Parkway & Stanford, 1995; Strojny,
2002).
As a result of declining test scores during the decade, the Accountability
Movement evolved in public education and influenced the elementary principalship. In
addition, the passage of ESEA provided additional funds to educate children of poverty
(Parkay & Stanford, 1995; Tyack et al., 1984). According to Jennings (1998), ESEA
revolutionized the federal government’s role in education by holding states and school
districts accountable for educational achievement for the first time. Even more than in
the 1950s, the turbulent political and social issues and events of 1960s greatly influenced
the elementary principalship. For example, the impact of the Brown v. Board of
Education decision, the Civil Rights Movement, Vietnam War, assassinations of national
leaders, and the escalation of illegal drug use in the United States (Beck & Murphy,
1993; Strojny, 2002; Weiss, 1992). As a result, principals expended tremendous time and
effort to maintain stability and a sense of normalcy in schools. By the end of the decade,
principals realized that stakeholders’ participation and consensus was necessary to
achieve school goals. As might be expected, the Bureaucratic Executive found the
involvement and consensus of stakeholders complicated and uncomfortable (Achilles,
1987).
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The 1970s
During the 1970s, principals had to address the declining academic achievement
and the Open-Education Movement that had begun to manifest in the 1960s.
Subsequently, the principal was described as the Humanistic Facilitator during this
decade as he/she leveraged human resource development concepts and tools to manage
schools (Abrell, 1974; Beck & Murphy, 1993). According to Abrell (1974) and Owens
(2004), the principal’s role was based on facilitating holistic human development in
schools.
At this point, the principal was no longer the sole decision maker in the school
and had to garner input from colleagues prior to making decisions. According to
Ornstein and Levine (2000) and Parkay and Stanford (1995), the “opening of schools” to
public scrutiny and governance shifted the role and responsibilities of principals. In
addition to inviting public and civic leaders in to help govern schools, principals were
supposed to go beyond the school walls and be civic leaders in the community.
Principals were considered to be guardians of the public interest and were expected to
involve the community and stakeholders in the school’s academic and school activities
(Burden & Whitt, 1973; Ravitch, 1983). Changing social situations of the 1970s, such as
the civil rights movements, school desegregation, poverty and the Vietnam War
overshadowed traditional academic concerns. By the end of the decade, schools had
become open to politicians, businessperson, educational stakeholders and the academic
curricular in colleges and universities. These individuals and post-secondary institutions
guided and shaped both the educational process and the principalship (Parkay &
Stanford, 1995; Tyack & Cuban, 1995).
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The 1980s
According to Doud (1989) and NAESP (1996), the publication of the landmark
education report, A Nation at Risk, set in motion the modern standard based movement in
education. As a result of the report, and other that followed, the “Effective Schools
Movement” emerged in the United States. The movement stressed strong principal
leadership in schools and curriculum innovation. Accordingly, the principal was
described as the Instructional Leader during the 1980s (Beck & Murphy, 1993). In
addition, the political, economic, social issues, and events in the United States during this
era demanded an innovative curriculum in schools that was administered by effective
instructional leaders (Achilles, 1987; Edmonds, 1979; Stedman, 1987).
It was during this decade, that education became a major campaign platform for
presidential candidates (Glass, 2004; Oliphant, 2010; Parkay & Stanford, 1995).
President George H. Bush assembled the nation’s governors in Charlottesville, Virginia
for a domestic summit on education. The summit was the first meeting of governors and
the president since the Great Depression solely devoted to education (Jennings, 1998;
NYSED, 2006; Tyack & Cuban, 1995). Policies that stemmed from the summit caused a
massive shift in power over education from local to the federal government. According
to Beck and Murphy (1993), “effectiveness and accountability” were two values that
clearly defined and shaped the principalship during the decade. Principals were
accountable for successes and failure in their school; and their effectiveness or
ineffectiveness could be objectively determined (Beck & Murphy, 1993; DeRoche,
1985). According to Doud (1989), Luehe (1989), and Morris et al. (1984), the role of the
instructional leader did not supersede the management role. The principal still had to
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perform managerial responsibilities. Consequently, educators and other stakeholders
questioned the twin demands of instructional leadership and managerial leadership.
The 1990s
The 1990s was a continuation of education reforms to improve students’
academic achievement. The elementary principalship was influenced by the second wave
of educational reforms during this era which was referred to as the Restructuring
Movement. During the decade, the federal government established the six national goals
for education (Jennings, 1998; NYSED, 2006; U.S. Department of Education, 1996).
The goals were an offspring of the report, A Nation at Risk. In 1994, Congress and
President Clinton passed Goals 2000: Educate America Act, which added two new goals
which addressed teacher education and professional development and parental
participation (Jennings, 1998; Ravitch, 2010; U.S. Department of Education, 1996). The
decade emphasized principal and teacher accountability for student performance. As a
result, it was the responsibility of principals to serve as instructional leaders and
operationalize educational reforms at the school level to meet accountability mandates.
According to Stronge (1993), the principal was described as the Instructional and
Managerial Leader and recognized the importance of balancing instructional and
managerial leadership in order to accomplish school goals. By balancing both
instructional and managerial leadership skills, the principal was seen as a change agent
for transforming schools at the dawn of the 21st century. Principals assumed multiple
complex roles during the 1990s which included the following: leader, servant,
organizational and social architect, educator, moral agent and community leader (Beck &
Murphy, 1993; Doud & Keller, 1998). The late 1990s witnessed the rise of the
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information age which had a great impact on the U. S. economy and resulted in the
longest period of economic expansion during the 1990s.
The 2000s
Principals continued to encounter rigid federal accountability mandates during the
2000s. For example, the enactment of NCLB Act and the implementation of RTTT
greatly influenced the elementary principalship (U. S. Department of Education, 2001; U.
S. Department of Education, 2009). Furthermore, globalization influenced leadership in
business and governance. As a result, transformative leadership emerged in the society,
economy, politics, and education in the United States (Jahan, 2011). The principal’s
leadership roles became more transformative in order to address federal mandates and
education stakeholders’ concerns. Accordingly, principals were described as
Transformative Leaders (Liontos, 1992). The transformative leader had to have the
ability to inspire staff to meet school goals. In this capacity, the principal was expected
to guide, direct and influence others to bring about fundamental changes in the schools
(Jahan, 2011). According to Bass (1985) and Hoy and Miskel (2005), the transformative
leader was responsible for transforming and motivating employees through his idealized
influence, intellectual stimulation, and individualized consideration. In the educational
arena, this translated into the principal being responsible for altering the attitude and
instructional behavior of staff toward school improvement and student achievement
(Leithwood, 1992; Sergiovanni, 1990). Furthermore, during the decade, the principalship
was influenced by other economic and social issues and events, which included the
economic crisis of 2008, 911 attacks on the World Trade Center, Hurricane Katrina, and
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the expansion of technology in the United States and world (Barry, 2006; Jacobson,
2007; Knabb et al., 2005; Latchem & Hanna, 2001; Segaller, 1998).
Discussions of Major Findings, Part II
Status of the Elementary Principalship in the 20th and 21st Century
In this section, the first part of research question three focuses on the overall
evolution of the elementary principalship from 1928-2008. The first major conclusion of
this study confirms that during the 20th century, the political, economic, social issues, and
events in the United States continued to influence American education; thus, influencing
the elementary principalship. Some examples of these events included the passage of
ESEA, Brown v Board of Education, School Desegregation, the Civil Rights Movement,
World War II, and The Great Depression, escalation of drugs, violence, and crimes in
society and public schools. More examples of events influencing elementary
principalship is provided in Appendix D, summary of Ten-Year Studies. It is evident
from this study that the roles and responsibilities of elementary principals during the 20th
century have constantly changed since the origination of the principalship in the mid-19th
century. Those changes can be linked to the political, economic, social issues, and events
that occurred in the United States during the past 80 years.
Research question 3: What was the status of the public school elementary
principal in each decade (1928-2008) during the 20th century and the beginning of
the 21st century?
Based on this study it can be concluded that three dominant roles of the
elementary principalship were constant throughout the 20th century. For example, roles
identified and confirmed in the literature included instructional leadership, managerial
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leadership, and community leadership. The literature also confirmed and identified how
the political, economic, social issues, and events influenced those dominant roles of the
elementary principalship.
Summary of the elementary principalship 1920-1950. Societal and educational
milestones marked the decades of 1920-1950. Societal milestones were marked by the
Depression years, World War II and the post-World War II years, Brown v. Board of
Education, and the launching of Sputnik by the Soviet Union (Department of Elementary
School Principals, 1958; Tyack et al., 1984). Educational milestones were marked by the
professionalizing of the Principalship through the Department of Elementary School
Principals.
During this time period, the principalship was regarded as a position of respect
and status in the community who was responsible for transmitting religious and social
values to staff, students and the community. As a result of this responsibility, the
principal was called a Value Broker. The principles of scientific management also
emerged during this era as a mean to manage schools and to achieve school goals.
Principles of scientific management led to the utilization of standardized testing (Beck &
Murphy, 1993). Furthermore, the Second Yearbook, published by the Department of
Elementary School Principals in 1923 was devoted to the Testing Movement in the
United States (Bracken, 1923). The scientific management movement during this period
led to schools being operated as a business; therefore, principals served as school
executives or managers rather than educational leaders. Additionally, the decades of the
1920-1950 focused on the science of organizations, human relations, democratic
leadership, and leadership theories during the latter part of the 1950s (Beck & Murphy,
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1993; Department of Elementary School Principals, 1958; Weiss, 1992). Principals were
expected to provide democratic leadership in schools and to promote ideals of
democracy. In addition, principals were considered to be the school’s public relations
representatives in the community (Department of Elementary School Principals, 1958).
The latter part of this era, witnessed the emergence of leadership theories.
Administrative leadership theories reshaped the concept of the principalship in the
school, community and university preparation programs for principals (Beck & Murphy,
1993; Glass, 2004).
Other major influences on the elementary principalship during this period
included advancements in communication, transportation, and population changes in the
United States (Dawson, 1956). The educational climate was affected by the political,
economic, and societal issues and events, instructionally and organizationally.
Murphy and Beck (1993), agree that the tone and dominant values of the
principalship was influenced by what occurred in the United States from a political,
economic, and social perspective. Murphy and Beck (1993) contended that the
elementary principalship during this time period evolved as follows: Value Broker and
Scientific Manager of the 1920s, School Executive/Manager of the 1930s, Democratic
Leader of the 1940s, and Theory-guided Administrator of the 1950s.
Summary of the elementary principalship 1960-1980. Just as in the preceding
30 years, political, economic, societal, educational issues, and events impacted the
decades of 1960-1980. The assassinations of President John F. Kennedy and Martin
Luther King, Jr., Civil Rights Leader, stunned the nation. Further, the Civil Rights
Movement and Vietnam conflict added to the social unrest in the country. This led to

141

anti-war protests, urban riots and deaths of American citizens (Beck & Murphy, 1993;
Strojny, 2002; Weiss, 1992). As a result of the Civil Rights Movement, the Civil Rights
Act of 1964 was passed (Ornstein & Levine, 2000; Tyack & Hansot, 1982).
During this era, standardized test scores in public schools declined. Further,
crimes, drugs and violence increased in schools. As a consequence, financial support for
public school decreased. Politicians, parents and other stakeholders demanded
“accountability” for improved students’ performance in America’s public schools
(Parkway & Stanford, 1995; Tyack & Cuban, 1995). Furthermore, educational
movements emerged during this period that addressed failing schools, which included the
following: Home School, Open-Education, Accountability, and Effective Schools
(Ornstein & Levine, 2000; Parkway & Stanford, 1995).
Subsequently, the federal government passed laws that addressed educating
children of poverty, children with disabilities and sex discrimination in the workplace
(Ornstein & Levine, 2000; Parkway & Stanford, 1995; Tyack et al., 1984). These federal
laws included the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), Public Law 94-142
(Education for all Handicapped Children Act), and Title IX Education Amendment Act
(Jennings, 1998; Ryan & Cooper, 1995).
During this period, numerous national reports were published concerning
education in American schools. The land mark report, A Nation at Risk, published in
1983 drew national attention and the public began to earnestly focus on how to improve
the quality of schools in the nation (Doud 1989; Parkway & Stanford, 1995; Strojny,
2002). It was during this era, the United States Department of Education was established
as a cabinet level position to focus solely on education issues nationwide.
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Education became a major campaign issue in the 1984 presidential election
between Ronald Reagan and Walter Mondale. During the latter part of the decade, in
1989, President George H. Bush assembled the nation’s governors in Charlottesville,
Virginia for a domestic summit on education (Jennings, 1998). The results of the summit
further shifted the authority over education from the state and local level to the federal
level (NYSED, 2006; Tyack & Cuban, 1995).
As a result of the political, economic, and social issues and events in the United
States, the role and responsibilities of the principalship were redefined. During the
beginning of the era bureaucratic principles were used to operate schools in a welldeveloped educational bureaucracy with clearly defined bases of power and responsibility
(Beck & Murphy, 1993; Strojny, 2002). Likewise, by the middle of the era, the human
resource development concept emerged, and principals utilized the collective talents of
educational stakeholders in decision making to accomplish school goals (Owens, 2004).
As a result, the principal assumed the role of facilitating holistic human development in
schools. Finally, by the end of the era, the Effective Schools Movement emerged. The
movement focused on strong principal leadership and curriculum innovation (Achilles,
1987; Edmonds, 1979; Stedman, 1987). The concepts of the Effective Schools
Movement, and the continued public demand for academic “accountability” in public
schools forced principals to mainly focus on the improvement of instruction. According
to Beck and Murphy (1993), during this period, the tone and dominant values of the
principalship were influenced by what had occurred in the United States from a political,
economic, and social perspective. Beck and Murphy (1993) described the elementary
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principalship during this time period as follows: Bureaucratic Executive of the 1960s,
Humanistic Leader of the 1970s and the Instructional Leader of the 1980s.
Other major influences during this period included space exploration and
advancement in technology (Weiss, 1992). Educationally, the expanded curriculum and
the expansion of district and state regulations also impacted the principalship during this
era. Additionally, the United States had emerged as a world power following World War
II. Moreover, the United States was growing more concerned with the continued crisis in
the Middle East which exacerbated tensions internationally and business competition
with Japan was also becoming an issue (Tyack, & Cuban, 1995; Weiss, 1992). These
concerns would impact the principalship throughout the next decade.
Summary of the elementary principalship 1990-2000. Principalship at the end
of the 20th century through the beginning of the 21st century was impacted by the
political, economic, social issues, and events that occurred in the nation. As a result of
these influences, there continued to be a chorus of strong and effective voices from
stakeholders for increased academic accountability in America’s schools (Doud & Keller,
1998; Ornstein & Levine, 2000; Tyack & Cuban, 1995). The role of the federal
government in education and school districts, and principals embraced education reform
initiatives, and state and federal accountability mandates (Parkay & Stanford, 1995;
Strojny, 2002). As the principalship roles and responsibilities changed to address these
mandates and students’ academic achievement in schools, it was imperative to balance
managerial and instructional leadership responsibilities. Further, principals embraced
and used transformative leadership skills in the school that businesses and corporations
utilized to meet the goals of the organization (Bass, 1985; Burns, 1978; Liontos, 1992).
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During this period, the nation experienced the explosion of the Information Age
(American Heritage Dictionary, 2007; Castells, 2000). The widespread use of technology
in the country and world impacted business practices and the economy in the United
States. Mass mobilization of capital markets through neoliberalism and the realignment
and reconsolidation of economic and political power across the world contributed to the
economic growth in the United States (Martinez & Garcia, 1996; Shah, 2010).
Economically, the Information Age led to globalization and economies of countries
around the world became increasingly integrated (Castells, 2000; Jahan, 2011; Latchem
& Hanna, 2001). This integration of global economies added a new level of complexity
to the U.S. economy, especially, in 2008 when the United States experienced an
economic crisis which was described as the largest since the Great Depression (Foldvary,
2007; Isidore, 2008; Roubini, 2009).
The crisis in the Middle East escalated and the United States was involved in the
Gulf War, referred to as Desert Storm (Schwarzkopf & Petre, 1992; Finlan, 2003). The
Cold War also ended in 1990 with the dissolution of the Soviet Union (Martinez &
Garcia, 1996; Shah, 2010). Furthermore, during the beginning of the 21st century,
Americans witnessed the terrorist attack on the World Trade Center in New York City
(Jacobson, 2007). As a result of the attack, the United States waged a campaign called
the War on Terror at home and abroad (Jacobson, 2007). Thus, the War on Terror lead to
military action against countries who the United States suspected harbored terrorists and
weapons of mass destruction (Jacobson, 2007). These actions by the United States lead
to the loss of support for the American government by some countries (Jacobson, 2007;
Richissin, 2004).
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Additionally, in 2005, Hurricane Katrina caused mass flooding in New Orleans
and displaced families and children throughout the nation (Jacobson, 2007; Knabb et al.
2005; Pittman, 2005; U.S. Government, 2006). Politically and socially, it raised
accusations of racial prejudice, asserting that relief efforts from the federal government
would have been quicker and more proactive if the flooding victims had not been poor
and black (Jacobson, 2007; Knabb et al., 2005; U.S. Government, 2006). Also, in 2008,
Americans witnessed the election of the first African American President, Barack
Obama.
During the 10 years between 1990 and 2000, Americans experienced an increased
in crimes, use of illegal drugs and violence in the country (National Center for Victims of
Crime, 2008). In many communities in America, these social ills spilled over into
America’s schools. For example, the Columbine High School Massacre that took place
in 1999 (Elias, 2009; Toppo & Elias, 2009). Crimes, Violence and use of illegal drugs
prompted federal and state legislatures to mandate school safety policies in school
districts (Skiba, 2000; Noguera, 1995). Thus, a major responsibility of the principalship
focused on a safe and orderly school environment.
The education accountability demands from the 1980s continued. The second
wave of education reforms was referred to as the “Restructuring Movement” in education
(Beck & Murphy, 1993; Strojny, 2002). The movement included decentralization of the
decision making process concerning the instructional programs in schools and a push for
charter schools as an alternative choice to educate America’s children (Broadnax, 2001;
Doud & Keller, 1998). Accordingly, as a result of the Charlottesville, Virginia Summit
in the later part of the 1980s, President Geroge Bush established the six national goals for
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education in 1990 (Jennings, 1998; NYSED, 2006; Ornstein & Levine, 2000; Strojny,
2002). Later during the Clinton administration the goals were expanded and referred to
as Goals 2000: Educate America Act (Jennings, 1998; Ohanian, 2000; Ornstein &
Levine, 2000).
During the dawn of the 21st century, in an effort to improve students’ academic
performance in America schools, under President George H. W. Bush’s administration
the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001 was passed by the U.S. Congress (U.S.
Department of Education, 2001). Further, during the 2009-2010 school year, President
Barrack Obama implemented the Race To The Top (RTTT) program, which states had to
compete for federal funds (U.S. Department of Education, 2010).
During this era, the elementary principalship’s roles and responsibilities were
influenced by the political, economic, social issues, and events in the nation. Principals
were no longer managers or instructional leaders in schools. Subsequently, elementary
principals had to balance managerial and instructional leadership duties to meet the
accountability demands of the era (Shellard, 2002; Stronge, 1993; Ubben & Hughes,
1997). The effective school leader of this era had to possess the knowledge and skills to
balance instructional and managerial tasks in the day to day operation of the school
(Boris-Schacter, 2007; Stronge, 1993). In addition, the school principal had to utilize
transformative leadership skills, initially utilized in businesses and politics, to accomplish
school goals (Jahan, 2011). Moreover, the role of the principal during this era became
more transformative in schools to focus on the importance of teamwork and
comprehensive school improvement (Liontos, 1992; Lulee, 2011; Yukl, 2002).
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Summary of the evolution of principalship in 20th and 21st century. Since the
1920s through the 2000s, the literature confirmed that principals’ main responsibility was
instructional leadership. Hillegas (1923) confirmed this perspective about the principal’s
main responsibility when he stated, “if the school is a success it should be an evidence of
his success; if it is a failure it should likewise indicate his failure” (p. 45). Additionally,
Cubberley (1923) summarized the importance of the principal role by the following
quote: “as is the principal, so is the school” (p. 15). By balancing both instructional and
managerial leadership skills, the principal was viewed as a change agent for transforming
schools at the dawn of the 21st century. It can be concluded that principals in the 21st
century must find time to balance instructional and managerial leadership in an era that is
dominated by federal, state and local accountability mandates. As a result, principals in
the 21st century will still expend a tremendous amount of time working on the job weekly
(Protheroe, 2009).
Furthermore, according to the literature, the principal has always been a
community leader. Community leadership is particularly confirmed in the literature
during the 1920s, when the principal was described as a value broker, the democratic
leader of the 1940s, the theory-guided administrator of the 1950s to the humanistic leader
of the 1970s. Cubberley (1923) compared the principal to “the priest in the parish” and
communicated that the principal was the only person who could immediately mould and
shape the ideals in the community. According to Woodruff (1958), the principalship was
shaped by social issues that took place in society and summarized this point by the
following quote: “The ivory tower is gone. The school and community are now
inseparable” (p. 90). Sergiovanni and Carver (1973, 1980), viewed the principal as a
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civic leader in the community and considered principals to be the guardians of the public
interest. Furthermore, according to Burden and Whitt (1973), principals were forced to
extend the scope of leadership activities in communities because of the changing social
situations that took place in the country from a political, economic, social issues, and
events perspective. Subsequently, today, principals still expend a tremendous amount of
time providing community leadership responsibilities in the day to day operation of the
school which include parental involvement activities, school volunteers, political leaders,
and civic and charitable organizations involvement in the school.
The Future of the Elementary Principalship
The first part of research question three was provided in the previous section. The
second part of research question three is discussed in the following section concerning
the future of the elementary principalship. This section examines how the current
political, economic, and social issues, and events may influence the development of the
elementary principalship in the future. This study shows that the political, economic,
social issues, and events that emerged in the 20th and 21st century can be used to predict
future trends in education and the elementary principalship.
Political Trends in the 21st Century
Politically, education has been used as a major focus for politicians’ political
platforms across the United States to increase their odds in winning an elected office.
The researcher does not anticipate that this trend will end. Just as former presidential
candidates Ronald Reagan and Walter Mondale used education as their major campaign
issue during the 1984 presidential election, that same strategy was deployed by
candidates in the 2012 presidential election. For example, candidate Mitt Romney’s
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campaign emphasized “parental choice” and advocated for increased vouchers to private
schools for low-income and disabled students whereas President Barack Obama’s
campaign used the election as platform to promote RTTT (Cavanagh, 2012; Klein, 2012;
Trumbull, 2012). In addition to parental choice, Romney advocated tying federal funds
directly to dramatic education reforms, an investment in innovation, and to reward
educators for positive education results instead of granting tenure to educators (Klein,
2012; Trumbull, 2012). Education continues to be a hotbed issue that receives significant
attention during elections and, based on the history to date, education will be an
important issue in the 2016 presidential elections.
Federal expansion. Although education is often the topic of political campaigns,
the real impact of political issues on principalship occur after the elections and when laws
are promulgated and policies implemented. Historically, the federal involvement in
education included federal agencies that promoted educational policies and programs,
federal financing of education and the Supreme Court’s decisions concerning education
(Ornstein & Levine, 2000). Traditionally, educational organizations and stakeholders felt
that the federal government involvement in education should be limited; however, the
political and economic climate in the United States and, the era of “accountability” has
propelled additional federal government’s involvement in education. The federal
government’s influence has trickled down to the state level through the implementation
of laws and programs such as NCLB and RTTT.
State expansion. At the state level, legislatures will continue to follow the lead
of the federal government on education policy in an effort to receive Title I and
competitive funds. Many state legislatures moved swiftly and enacted legislation that
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aligned with requirements of the RTTT application in order to be eligible to compete for
the RTTT funds (Klein, 2012). For example, in 2010 the state legislature in Tennessee
passed the First to the Top Act which was the most powerful education reform legislation
in the state since 1992 (SCORE, 2012; State of Tennessee, 2010). The Act changed
education policy that adhered to the RTTT application guidelines. Some changes in the
Act included how teachers and school leaders would be evaluated, and how student
academic achievement would be utilized as part of the educators’ evaluations (Dillion,
2010; State of Tennessee, 2010; TN.gov Newsroom, 2010). Thus, Tennessee was one of
two states awarded RTTT funds in round one of the competition (Dillion, 2010; Holland,
2010). Even states that did not receive RTTT funds in round one changed education
policies. For example, California dismantled a ban on creating a statewide data system
that would link student and teacher performance. Likewise, Colorado enacted teacherevaluation legislation (Klein & Samuels, 2012). The federal government is able to
leverage its educational priorities by infusing states with federal funds. More
specifically, programs like RTTT incentivize states to improve academic performance of
children, especially children from poor and rural families (Simon, 2012). Again,
competitive funds for local school districts were a significant shift of distributing federal
dollars. Previously, federal funds were formula-based. Generally, competition for
federal dollars will be another future trend that will continue to prevail in education. As
state legislatures attempt to respond to federal mandates to innovate, local school districts
must also respond and implement innovative programs. As such, the elementary
principalship’s roles and responsibilities will have to change to address these new
innovations in school.
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Local concessions. Historically, local school boards were the primary governing
body of a school district. However, as the federal role has evolved, so has the role of the
states. State legislatures have become involved in local policy decisions by passing
legislation that impact districts’ policies. For example, the Tennessee Legislature became
involved in the merger of the Memphis City School and the Shelby County School
districts. In fact, the Tennessee Legislature passed legislation the “Norris-Todd Act” of
2011 that resulted in an unfair distribution of authority among the two school districts
negotiating the merger, resulting in significant delays and an overall weakened school
district (Anderson, 2012; Locker, 2012). The Act was regarded by other Memphis
lawmakers as an unwarranted state intrusion into a local school district issue.
As the historical research findings have indicated, political issues influence the
principalship. Even though education is a state responsibility granted by the Tenth
Amendment in the U.S. constitution giving states the right to educate its citizen, current
political trends indicate that the federal government’s role in education will continue to
expand. In fact, the Obama Administration has instituted the Common Core Standards
program which provides federal funds to states to implement a set of rigorous standards
to help prepare students for college and the workforce. Additionally, federal funds were
allocated to develop 21st century assessments to measure mastery of the Common Core
Standards (Ujifusa, 2012). For example, the Partnership for Assessment for College and
Careers (PARCC) and the Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium were awarded
grants to create new assessments that aligned with the new Common Core Standards
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(Education Testing Service, K-12 Center (ETS), 2012). Currently, 46 states and the
District of Columbia have adopted Common Core Standards (Cavanagh 2012; Klein,
2012; McNeil, 2012).
Although, the Obama Administration asserted that new standards would provide
an excellent starting point for improving public schools in the United States, political
leaders and education stakeholders argue that the Common Core Standards sets a
precedent for a national curriculum (Klein, 2012; The New York Times, 2010). Gewertz
(2012) writes that principals will be responsible for providing leadership for adapting and
designing the Common Core Standards in their schools and will be ultimately responsible
for implementing the standards (Gewertz, 2012). Moreover, the adoption of a national
curriculum, standards, and assessment may mean that the state and local needs are
ignored as principals focus on national requirement. Current and aspiring principals,
stakeholders, and policymakers, should bear this in mind when considering political
influences and changes in education policies.
Economic Trends in the 21st Century
Although education ranked behind jobs and the economy during the 2012
election, many voters felt that education was an important issue that impacted the
economy. In fact, this historical research shows that the nation’s economic posture
directly influences education policy. The 2009 recession considerably affected state tax
revenues. The high levels of unemployment, fallen property values, and loss of
discretionary income for families all meant less state funding available for education. As
states and local governments find it difficult to provide amble funding to educate
children, the federal government will play a larger role in education. Just as the recession
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impacted state tax revenue, the recession also placed increased pressures on the federal
budget. Limited federal funds may mean that the government will have to be creative in
addressing priorities. As such, the researcher posits that the federal government will
continue to provide federal funds to state education agencies and local school districts
through competitive grant awards and proposals for implementing innovative programs in
schools. As innovated programs are implemented in schools, the roles and
responsibilities of the elementary principalship will be impacted. Again, this assertion is
supported by the historical research on the impact of the war time economy and the Great
Depression on education policy and the role of principals. Furthermore, future mandates
and federal accountability systems will dictate how principals perform their day to day
responsibilities in America’s schools.
Performance incentive programs. It is interesting to note that during the last
years of an economic boom (2004-2008) in the U.S., there was an increased emphasis on
performance incentive programs. Performance incentive programs provide compensation
to reward higher levels of performance. The compensation may be described as merit
pay, bonuses or awards (Ellis, 2000). Even though performance incentive programs have
a dismal success record in education, politicians have continued to promote the idea of
performance incentives as a strategy to improve academic performance in America’s
schools (Troen & Boles, 2005). Political support for performance incentive programs
have been embraced by politicians in many states and the federal government (Janofsky,
2005). Former President George H.W. Bush’s administration shepherded in the
innovative $100 million Teacher Incentive Fund (TIF), which rewarded teachers and
principals who showed progress in raising achievement level and closing the achievement
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gap (U.S. Department of Education, 2005). Also, according to Senator Alexander, the
TIF grants was a strategy to help schools succeed by implementing a fair system to
reward outstanding teaching and to reward good principals (Alexander, 2007).
In 2007, the Tennessee State Legislature passed Public Chapter 376, which
included House Bill 472. The law required that school principals would have a
performance contract, which included a performance incentive plan. Principals would
receive the performance incentive (bonus) if standards were achieved (Smith, 2007). The
Obama Administration provided funds under the i3 Program which included the Teacher
Incentives Fund, which provided grants to districts to create pay-for-performance
programs. Approximately, 1700 districts, nonprofit groups and other organizations
applied for i3 Grants in 2010 (Klein, 2012).
Researchers agree that performance incentives programs are slowly moving
toward the mainstream in education reform (Kisida & Riffel, 2007; Baeder, 2011). Since
2007, the United States has quadrupled spending on performance incentives program and
educators can expect new rationale for future proposals to justify these programs (Baeder,
2011). Performance Incentives will be a key component of comprehensive education
reform aimed at motivating educators and elevating student achievement. According to
the literature, performance incentive programs will be tied (aligned) to a principal’s
evaluation, contract or school’s positive outcome on standardized tests (Smith, 2007).
Performance incentives programs are another trend that principals will encounter in the
future.
Principal shortages. While performance incentives have been the subject of great
debate, there has been limited focus on increasing base pay for principals. This focus on
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incentive pay sets the stage for increased friction between high and low performing
schools and the administrators that oversee them. Since it is difficult for performancebase pay to accurately account for the multitude of variables that impact student
achievement, moving too far in this direction may create a cadre of disillusioned
principals. Ironically, an effort to compensate high-performers may actually lead to
increased turnover and a potential shortage in principals. According to the 2008 TenYear Study of the K-8 Principalship, there was optimism that despite the complexity and
challenges of the principalship, there would still be talented educators to assume
principals’ positions (Protheroe, 2008). In contrast, the study also revealed that threefifths of the principals surveyed were concerned about the ability of public education to
attract talented educators for the principalship because of working conditions, time
demands of the job, and accountability demands (Protheroe, 2008).
According to Miller (2009), the problem will not be finding talented educators to
assume the principalship; rather the principalship will experience high principal turnover
rates in the United States. The turnover rate will mostly be prompted by State
Departments of Education, school districts and non-for-profits organizations, as a mean
to turn around chronically low-performing schools (Miller, 2009). Furthermore,
according to the study conducted by Miller (2009), principals’ turnover rate is higher in
low performing schools and schools located in high poverty communities.
This perspective is echoed in a study conducted by Burkhauser, Gates, Hamilton,
and Ikemoto (2012) sponsored by New Leaders and RAND Education, a unit of the
RAND Corporation. These low performing schools have a difficult time retaining
principals and usually have principals with limited leadership experience. Usually, the
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populations in these schools are mainly minorities and limited English speaking students.
The turnover rate is due to principals being terminated because of failing school test
scores, and principals leaving because of the stress of working in low performing schools
(Miller, 2009).
According to Fuller and Young (2009), 90% of principals who leave a school by
choice, also exit the principalship. Most of these educators never return to the
principalship. Subsequently, the principalship will remain a revolving door of new
principals. As a result, America’s public schools will be populated with inexperienced
school leaders, especially in low-performing schools as principals leave the principalship
because of accountability pressures, lack of support from central office, complexity and
stress of the job, and lack of adequate compensation (Fuller & Young, 2009; Protheroe,
2008). An improving economy and increasing employment opportunities will make these
exits from principalship an easier transition. As such, stakeholders and policymakers,
should bear this in mind when considering changes to education policies.
Social Trends in the 21st Century
Rise in special interest groups. The past 20 years has seen the growth in the
strength of special interest groups, such as the National Parent Teacher Association
(PTA), the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, the Wallace Foundation, the Broad
Foundation, New Leaders New Schools, National Education Association (NEA),
National Association of Elementary and Secondary School Principals Association. These
groups plus others have begun to exert unprecedented influence in public education. The
influence has been both politically and financially. For example, the Bill and Melinda
Gates Foundation provided funding to the PTA for the purpose of educating and gaining
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support from parents to embrace the Common Core Standards (Cavanagh, 2012).
Another example is the State Collaborative on Reforming Education (SCORE). SCORE
redirected education policy in Tennessee and influenced how the state implemented the
new evaluation system for principals and teachers (SCORE, 2011). During year one of
the new teacher and principal evaluation, SCORE was commissioned by the Governor of
the state to conduct a study concerning the implementation of the model. As a result of
SCORE’s study, proposed changes in the model were recommended to the Governor,
State Board of Education, and the Commissioner of the Tennessee Department of
Education to be considered and implemented (SCORE, 2012).
In contrast, some education stakeholders arguably contend that special interest
groups have overstepped their boundaries in the involvement of education. For example,
Kozol (2013), in a forum concerning poverty in America on C-SPAN argues that children
are considered commercial commodities. Further, Kozol (2013) asserts that billionaires
are providing funds to create competitive industries to educate children, such as
leadership academies for profit, rather than working diligently to help educate poor
children. Consequently, the involvement of these educational stakeholder groups
ultimately influence the roles and responsibilities of elementary principals in the 21st
Century and beyond.
Higher education preparation. The involvement of higher education in the preservice programs for principals dates back to the 1920s when the Department of
Elementary School principals was organized as a department within the National
Education Association. The 1928 NAESP Ten-Year Study emphasized the importance of
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principals’ preparation programs provided by colleges and universities (Department of
Elementary School Principals, 1928, 1948).
This historical research study confirmed that university educators enhanced the
professionalization of the principalship by establishing a special course of study to
prepare educator leaders. According to the NAESP Ten-Year Studies from 1948-1978,
principals attributed their success as principals to previous teaching experiences and onthe-job experience as a principal; yet, the same studies revealed that classroom
discussions, workshops, and seminars were valuable methods used in college instruction
to prepare for the principalship (Department of Elementary School Principals, 1958,
1968; Pharis & Zakariya, 1979; Protheroe; 2008). Further, the 1978 Ten-Year Study
revealed that higher education internships and field studies methods ranked higher among
principals who had been exposed to those experiences during pre-service college
programs (Pharis & Zakariya, 1979).
After the 1983 publication of the National Commission on Excellence in
Education’s report, A Nation at Risk, professional preparation of principals became a
national focus (Doud, 1989; Doud & Keller, 1998). Higher education institutions’
departments of school administration or educational leadership programs were examined
to determine their effectiveness in preparing principals to administer quality school
programs (Doud & Keller, 1998). As a result, NAESP worked collaboratively with the
National Council for the Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE) and established
the first approved set of guidelines and policies for the accreditation of preparation
programs for elementary principals (Doud & Keller, 1998; Rebore, 2001). These initial
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efforts led to the formation of the National Policy Board for Educational Administration
(NPBEA) to improve the preparation of all school administrators.
Additionally, the Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC),
collaborated with other educational organizations, led by the Council of Chief State
School Officers published ISLLC Standards to influence the preparation and licensure of
school principals in the nation (Doud & Keller, 1998; ISLLC, 1996). In consistent with
the ISLLC Standards, the Tennessee State Board of Education established the Tennessee
Instructional Leadership Standards (TILS) which identified core performances of
effective instructional leaders (Forum for Innovative Leadership, 2010; Tennessee State
Board of Education, 2011). TILS Standards supported aspiring and exemplary principals
in improving instructional and administrative practices. Furthermore, the TILS Standards
were used as part of the new 2011 Tennessee Principal Evaluation Model (Tennessee
State Board of Education, 2011).
In the 21st century, institutions that prepare education leaders will encounter
increased scrutiny from the state and federal government to prepare leaders that can lead
schools successfully in the era of high stake testing and accountability. Currently, the
Obama Administration has raised standards to prepare educators (Klein, 2012). For
example, a future trend for higher education pre-service education for beginning
principals will focus on Common Core Leadership. The leadership preparation will
emphasize Common Core Standards design and implementation strategies in schools
(Gewertz, 2012).
Consequently, federal and state governments have placed mandates on institutions
to produce effective leaders to lead America’s schools. Elementary principals’ pre-
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service preparation programs will continue to be influenced by state and federal
government mandates to improve pre-service programs for elementary school principals.
Professional Development. According to the Ten-Year Studies that dates back
to 1928, principals have always participated in professional development. Professional
development was described as in-service education in the early years and basically
reflected activities like scheduling, organization management, and managerial
responsibilities performed by principals (Tyack & Hansot, 1982). In contrast, the 1988
Ten-Year Study of the K-8 principal, 90% of principals surveyed cited in-service study
and training as a valuable professional development activity that enhanced the duties of
elementary principals (Doud, 1989). Additionally, the same study cited state and national
meetings, and conferences as valuable professional development activities. Likewise, in
the past, professional conferences aligned professional development programs around the
most common topics and themes that impacted education during that era. For example,
during the decade of the 1980s meetings and conferences’ topics or themes were
dominated by the “Effective Schools Movement”. One concept stressed in the movement
was the need for strong principal leadership in the nation’s schools (Achilles, 1987;
Edmonds, 1979; Stedman, 1987). Likewise, in the future, Common Core training, school
improvement strategies, and test data interpretation strands or themes will dominate local,
state and national meetings’ and conferences’ programs.
As the political, economic, social issues, and events changed in the nation, the
professional development needs of principals also changed. For example, the 1998 TenYear Study of the K- 8 Principal revealed that understanding and applying technology
was the number one professional development need of principals (Doud & Keller, 1998).
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In contrast, the 2008 Ten-Year Study identified the following professional development
need: developing a professional learning community, differentiating instruction,
improving staff performance and school improvement planning (Protheroe, 2009).
According to a 2012 report by NAESP and NASSP, “Rethinking Principal
Evaluation”, professional growth and learning were cited as paramount in order to
develop a principal’s leadership capacity and school effectiveness. In fact, professional
growth and learning were identified as one of six key domains of leadership outlined in
the report (Clifford & Ross, 2012). Further, the complexity of the role of the principal
has changed in the era of high stake testing and school accountability for student
achievement. Consequently, to develop, sustain and improve principal effectiveness,
principals must actively participate in targeted professional development and learning
opportunities to develop their individual leadership capacity (Clifford & Ross, 2012).
Targeted professional development programs will escalate for principals in the
future. For example, local school districts will continue to offer mentorship programs for
beginning and new principals. Additionally, Principals’ Residency Programs will
increase as part of colleges and universities pre-service programs for aspiring principals.
Further, Common Core training, improving staff performance and school improvement
planning which includes analyzing and applying school test data to improve students’
performance will be future areas of targeted professional development for principals.
The aforementioned targeted professional development reflects areas that national and
state legislatures have emphasized to state and local school districts in an effort to
improve student performance (Doud & Keller, 1998; Gewertz, 2012). Each of the above
areas has clear implications for pre-service and in-service preparation for principals in the
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future. It is clear that future targeted professional development will be driven by policy
makers on the state and federal level.
Principal’s Evaluations. Historically, from the 1920s-1960s principals’
evaluations were primarily based on the dominant theme that defined each decade which
was embedded in the social issues and events that took place in the United States (Beck
& Murphy, 1993; Cubberlely, 1923). Likewise, the literature during this time period
indicated that principals’ work demonstrated congruence with the values of their
respective cultures was the evaluation standard used for determining the effectiveness or
ineffectiveness of the principal’s job (Johnston et al., 1922). For example, during the
1920s and 1930s, principals’ evaluations were based on operating a well-managed school
that transmitted solid values, social and academic skills, and the implementation of sound
business and fiscal management practices (Beck & Murphy, 1993; Callahan, 1962). In
contrast, from 1970 to present, the standards for evaluating principals have changed. The
standards were based on effectiveness and accountability. Politicians and educator
stakeholders believed that a school’s effectiveness was directly linked to the actions of
the principal. As a result, principals were held accountable for education outcomes in
schools (Beck & Murphy, 1993; DeRoche, 1985; Doud & Keller, 1998; Morris, et al.,
1984). Thus, the 1988 NAESP Ten-Year Study referenced the use and benefits of
principals’ evaluations for the first time in the series of studies dating back to 1928
(Doud, 1989).
The NCLB Act of 2001 and the implementation of RTTT in 2009 placed
increased accountability for states to improve academic achievement in schools and to
develop great leaders (U.S. Department of Education, 2001, 2010). As a result,
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evaluation standards for elementary principals changed. Principals were held
accountable for student’s academic achievement on standardized tests. In fact, in some
states a percent of the principal’s evaluation was based on students’ test scores. For
example, in Tennessee a principal’s evaluation was based on 50% quantitative, 35%
school-wide academic growth data, and 15% achievement measure during the 2011-2012
school year (Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model, 2012). Additionally, in a report
published by the NAESP and the National Association of Secondary School Principals,
Rethinking Principal Evaluation, stated that 60% of a principal’s evaluation was based on
students’ test scores (Clifford & Ross, 2012).
According to the NAESP and NASSP report, principal evaluation has become a
national policy focus. Principal evaluation systems have emerged as the cornerstone of
education reform. According to Fuller and Young (2009), principals’ roles in the school
improvement process is paramount. As a result, federal policies are emphasizing the
roles and responsibilities of principals and advocating evaluation systems that will define
principal effectiveness in America’s public schools (Clifford & Ross, 2012). According
to the NAESP and NASSP report, the nation is experiencing an era of rigorous federal
and state accountability programs with an emphasis on high-stake testing. Consequently,
taxpayers, politicians and education stakeholders interest in education has focused on the
demand for accountability among principals (Clifford & Ross, 2012). This demand
arguably implies that the future trend of principals’ evaluations will be based on students’
academic performance scores.
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Conclusions
The purpose of this historical research was to provide current and aspiring
principals, education stakeholders, and policy makers with a framework for
understanding and recognizing the potential impact of the political, economic, social
issues and events on the principalship and what it may mean for them. This study
explored, chronologically, the historical evolution of the principalship and closely aligned
the changes with the political, economic, social issues and events that were
simultaneously occurring during the periods discussed.
Finally, it can be concluded that since 1820, when Horace Mann led the
movement to create common schools in the United States, the role and responsibilities of
elementary principals have always changed to address the influence of the political,
economic, social issues, and events that took place in the nation. Historically, the
elementary principal’s role and responsibilities can be defined as the teaching principal
who taught every subject in every grade in a one-room schoolhouse; or the principal who
provided leadership and nurtured the entire school community during the Great
Depression and World War II; to the elementary principals who provided leadership and
fought to keep the school doors open for all students during the Civil Rights Movement.
Further, it can be concluded in this study, that elementary principals have always been at
the forefront of change in America’s schools (NAESP, 2011).
Accordingly, during the 21st century, elementary principals will continue to be on
the forefront of change as they strive to provide leadership to accomplish school goals.
These changes will include how to continue to address accountability mandates, such as
those included in NCLB and RTTT. Likewise, leadership changes that will also include
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how to address working with a changing diverse population, and competition from
alternatives forms of education that currently exists in the United States within the
conceptual framework of the political, economic, and social landscape perspective to
address students’ academic performance. For example, alternative models and programs
include charter schools, virtual schools, achievement school districts (ASD), and
privatization of education for profit. Thus, these alternative models and programs appear
to be an answer to maximizing resources to educate children that public school educators
have found to be a difficult challenge to accomplish in America’s public schools.
Consequently, the leadership role and responsibilities of the elementary principalship will
continue to change to meet national and state accountability demands, and to compete for
resources to educate children in America in the 21st century.
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APPENDIX
A: Decade Template
The Principalship during the 20th Century

I.

INTRODUCTION TO THE DECADE

II.

EXPLAIN/DESCRIBE THE POLITICAL, ECONOMIC, SOCIAL
ISSUES, AND EVENTS THAT INFLUNECED/IMPACTED OR WAS
TAKING PLACE DURING THE DECADE
A. What forces shaped the decade of the principalship?
B. Tone and dominant value of the principalship

III.

DESCRIBE OR DEFINE THE ROLE OF THE PRINCIPALS AS A
LEADER DURING THE DECADE

IV.

DESCRIBE THE RESPONSIBILITIES (DUTIES/TASKS) OF THE
PRINCIPALS DURING THE DECADE
A. School
B. Community
C. Relationship to Teachers, Students, superintendent, central office staff (if
applicable)

V.

SUMMARY OF THE DECADE
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APPENDIX
B: Ten-Year Studies Template
Survey

1.

Title of Survey

2.

Year conducted and which survey was it (example, 1st 2nd...)

3. Who conducted the survey
a. Department of Elementary School Principals (Division of NEA)
b. National Association Elementary School Principals (NAESP)
4. Purpose of survey
5. Description of participants (principals)
6. How participants (principals) were selected to participate in survey
7. Geographical regions represented in the survey
8. Number of pages per survey and number of questions (if applicable)
9. Number of principals surveyed
10. Response rate of survey (if applicable)
11. Topics the survey questions covered
12. Other pertinent information when the study was conducted
a. Comparing and contrasting current and previous studies
b. Societal conditions during the decade the study was conducted
1. Political
2. Economic
3. Social (issues/events)
c. Other important information or data
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APPENDIX
C: Historical Political, Economic, Social Issues and Events of the (Decade)

Date

Event

Description
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Impact

APPENDIX
D: Summary of Ten-Year Studies by Decade
(1928-2008)
Overview
The Elementary Principalship
The Department of Elementary School Principals, a division of the National
Education Association (NEA) conducted and published the first Ten-Year Study of the
Elementary Principalship in 1928. Research support was provided by the Educational
Research Service (ERS), which was a department of the NEA Research Division
(Department of Elementary School Principals, 1928, 1948, 1958; Protheroe, 2009).
Likewise, similar studies were conducted and published every ten years concerning the
status of the elementary principalship in 1948, 1958, 1968, 1978, 1988, 1998 and 2008.
A study was not published in 1938. Prior to the publication of the 1948 study, the
elementary principalship had rapidly moved into professionalism. Consequently, the
Department of Elementary School Principals felt the need for a status report of the
elementary principalship every 10-year interval rather than a 20-year interval, the span
between the first two (Department of Elementary School Principals, 1958). Studies
conducted in 1928, 1948, and 1958 were also referred to as Yearbooks (Department of
Elementary School Principals, 1928, 1948, 1958, 1968). The last study published by the
Department of Elementary School Principals was in 1968. Future Ten-Year Studies were
published by the National Association of Elementary School Principals.
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During each decade, the Ten-Year Studies provided an overview that reflected the
changing status of the elementary principalship, which included how principals perceived
their roles and responsibilities, and current and future concerns of practicing principals.
In addition, the study also provided a perspective of the societal changes which
referenced the political, economic, social issues, and events that took place during the
decade that impacted education, and thus influenced the roles and responsibilities of the
elementary principalship. Additionally, each study was compared with the previous TenYear Study. Finally, based on the survey data received from each Ten-Year Study,
recommendations or implications for the principalship in the future were included in the
study.
Each decade, the survey instrument used for the previous study was carefully
reviewed and updated (Protheroe, 2008). Questions asked in previous studies provided
some sense of the changing context of education, as well as often dramatic shifts in what
was considered important and appropriate to ask at the time. For example, in some of the
earlier studies the following questions were included: (1) are you single, married,
widowed, or divorce, (2) do you belong to a church, and (3) are you registered, a
democrat, republican, or independent (Department of Elementary School Principals,
1948; Protheroe, 2009). In addition, the following two guidelines were used to develop
the content for the new survey instrument: (1) Questions included on each of the surveys
represented an attempt to generate a comprehensive picture of the characteristics of
elementary school principals, their attitudes about schools, the principalship, and their
preparation for the position, and (2) the assessment of problems facing their schools
(Protheroe, 2008). Some questions were repeated in each of the surveys, in order to
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receive responses that would yield valuable trend data about K-8 principals, the
principalship, and schools. Likewise, each survey intentionally included items that
focused on factors that significantly impacted schools at that time. For example, the 1968
study included questions about the contentious issues of teacher collective bargaining. In
contrast, the 2008 survey included questions about principals’ assessment concerning the
impact that the NCLB Act had on their schools (Protheroe, 2008).
Collectively, the Ten-Year Studies provided an important historical overview of
the factors that affected the elementary principalship and a perspective on the societal
changes that shaped American education during the past 80 years and continue to be of
interest to principals today. Individually, they provide critical insights into the issues
pertinent to their era (Pharis & Zakariya, 1979; Protheroe, 2009). Furthermore, the TenYear Studies serves as an educational resource that can help support efforts to highlight
the importance of the K-8 principal in providing a high-quality education for all students,
provide information for groups and institutions of higher education developing
preparation programs, and assist NAESP with planning future initiatives and services
(Doud & Keller, 1998; Protheroe, 2008).
In the appendix that follows is a narrative summarizing each Ten-Year Study.
Additionally, following the narrative summary of each Ten-Year Study, a table is also
included in the appendix outlining the political, economic, social issues, and events that
took place in the United States during each decade that impacted education, and thus
influenced the elementary principalship. The tables include the time period (year for
some events or issues), the name of the event or issue, a brief description of the event or
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issue, and finally the political, economic, or social impact of the event or issue that
influenced the decade from an educational and the elementary principalship perspective.
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THE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL PRINCIPALSHIP IN 1928 - 1948
(Seventh Yearbook)
The 1928 study is the first Ten-Year Study conducted by the Department of
Elementary School Principals, a division of the National Education Association (NEA).
The 1928 study was also referred to as the Seventh Yearbook published by the
Department of Elementary School Principals. The 1928 study (Seventh Yearbook)
focused on the standards and training for the elementary school principalship since the
elementary school principal was considered a “strategic position” in elementary schools.
Also, the yearbook summarized the status of the principalship and made
recommendations for future developments concerning the principalship.
The survey participants included teaching principals and supervising principals
who were members and non-members of the Department of Elementary School
Principals. A supervising principal was defined as a principal with 75% or more of his
time free from regular teaching duties; and a teaching principal spent more than onefourth of his time devoted to teaching. The above definitions for supervising and
teaching principals were included on the questionnaire. Principals who participated in
the survey resided in the following geographical regions: New England, Middle Atlantic,
East and West North Central, South Atlantic, East and West South Central, Mountain and
Pacific. Four thousand questionnaires were sent to city superintendents of schools in
seventeen states to be distributed to elementary school principals. The distribution was
based on an estimate of a representative sampling that was determined from the city
salary surveys of the NEA Research Division. The Department of Elementary School
Principals could not determine how many questionnaires were actually distributed to
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principals by superintendents. The department received 614 responses from supervising
principals and 479 responses from teaching principals.
The questionnaire included questions that covered the following topics: Facts
concerning supervising principals, functions and duties of the elementary school principal
according to research studies, distribution of the principal’s time, functions of elementary
school principals as set forth in state laws and rules of state boards of education, the
duties of elementary school principals according to the rules of ninety-five cities, the
principal and the superintendent, supervisor and the community, assistants of the
supervising principal, the elementary school principal’s office, the teaching principal of
elementary schools, the improvement of principals’ in-service, the organizations of
elementary school principal, local standards in the selection of elementary school
principals, state certification of elementary school principals, the availability of
professional courses, professional training programs, the content of professional courses,
and the economic position of the elementary school principal.
The 1928 study was a report submitted by the Committee on Standards and
Training for the Elementary School Principalship. The content of the study included
information that directly and indirectly concerned the standards and training for
elementary school principals. The Committee was charged with two objectives in
completing the study: (1) to present reliable information and data about the present
conditions of the status of the principalship and (2) to recommend desirable ideals in
practice and theory which should guide principals, superintendents, and other interested
in improving the professional status of the elementary school principal in the future. The
report was principally based on investigations conducted under the direction of the
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committee. Some sections of the study included data from independent studies of the
principalship by other education stakeholders. For examples, these included previously
completed theses, research investigations, case studies, magazine articles, books,
publications and studies on the principalship. Thus, this report was a major contribution
to the Department’s program of professional improvement for elementary school
principals.
The facts presented in the study were obtained from a number of primary and
secondary sources. Consequently, the study emphasized the teaching principal, but was
mainly concerned with the supervising principal in city school systems. Chapters three
through five in the Ten-Year Study provided a detailed picture of the supervising
principal. For example, personal characteristics, experience, education preparation and
duties were presented. Additionally, the principal’s time allotment to supervision,
administration, clerical duties, teaching and miscellaneous duties were outlined.
The 1928 study pointed out that the improvement of instruction was the most
important function in the school and that was the responsibility of the teaching and
supervising principals. Further, the median enrollment teaching principals were in charge
of was approximately 288 students. The study noted that improving the instructional
program received very little attention and practically no attention in small schools. In
addition, the study reported that the lack of clerical assistance compounded this problem.
For example, in 1928, principals spent 18% of their time during clerical duties.
The importance of quality, as well as quantity in professional preparation was
emphasized in the 1928 study. The committee recommended that there should be
rigorous qualifications for the principalship. Likewise, the state should prescribe general
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qualifications, but not detailed directions as to the functions of principals. Furthermore,
college training programs for principals should be rearranged to address the duties of the
elementary principal. Accordingly, courses on the elementary school principal’s work
should be taught by professors who were intimately acquainted with the principal’s
problems and responsibilities. In addition, the committee recommended that the standard
preparation for elementary school principals should include four years of college, plus a
graduate year with a major in education.
The 1928 study inspired elementary school principals to improve their
administrative responsibilities in reference to the supervision of teachers and the
improvement of instruction for America’s children. Additionally, it provided information
on the status of the principalship, and served as a guide for superintendents, college and
university preparation programs, and local and state policy makers in making decisions
that impacted education and the principalship.
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Historical Political, Economic, Social Issues and Events of the 1920s
Date

Event
Religious Movement

Scientific
Management

World War I
Intelligence and
Achievement Tests

Formation of the
Department of
Elementary School
Principals

1929

Stock Market Crash
(Black Tuesday)

1929

Beginning of the
Economic
Depression

Description
The Religious Movement
during the 1920s included
pseudo-religious beliefs.
These religious beliefs were
embedded in the social fabric
of society during the era.

Impact
Traditional spiritual and
civic values were
promoted in the school
and community by
school leaders.
Principals were the
leaders of the
movement.
A term coined in 1910 to
Utilization of principles
describe the system of
of scientific
industrial management. Also, management helped
a system of organization that principals manage
clearly spelled out the
details of their jobs more
functions of individuals and
effectively and
groups. It has been used to
efficiently (management
describe any situation where and control of the day to
jobs are subdivided and
day operation of
individuals perform
schools).
repetitive tasks.
Intelligence Tests used to
The tests provided
evaluate and assign recruits. principals tools for
making scientific studies
based on supervisory
problems.
The Department was
The Department
developed as a separate
provided motivation for
division of the National
conducting
Education Association
educational/leadership
(NEA) to address the
studies and a vehicle for
concerns of elementary
publishing results of the
principals.
studies. The
Department defined the
position and duties of
the principalship.
A sudden decline of stock
Economically and
prices across a significant
socially led to the Great
cross-section of a stock
Depression in the U.S.
market, resulting in a
It ended the economic
significant loss of paper
prosperity that had
wealth.
dominated the decade.
The longest and most severe Widespread uneconomic depression ever
employment in the U.S.,
experienced by the western
which included schools.
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19191920

Prohibition of
Alcohol

world. It began in the United
States soon after the New
York Stock Market Crash in
1929 and lasted until 1939.
The ratification of the 18th
Amendment to the U.S.
Constitution made alcoholic
beverages illegal throughout
the decade.

Urbanization

Population in the cities
surpassed the population in
rural areas.

Women’s Suffrage
Movement

A movement that gave
women the right to vote and
to run for office. On August
26, 1920, the 19th
Amendment to the
Constitution was ratified,
enfranchising all American
women the rights and
responsibilities of
citizenship.
Congress passed the
Immigration Act which
placed restrictions on
immigration.

1924

Immigration Act

1925

Scope Trials

This political action
supported the traditional
spiritual and civic values
in the community and
school. Socially,
organized crime turned
to smuggling and
bootlegging of liquor.
This resulted in
increased school age
population in city
schools.
Economically and
socially, women entered
the workplace in large
numbers, and women
were given the right to
vote.

National quotas limited
the number of Eastern
and Southern European
nationalities and
enforced the ban on
immigration of East
Asians, Indians and
Africans.
The trails declared that John Socially, this created
T. Scopes violated the law by tension between
teaching evolution in
competing theories of
schools.
creationism and
evolution in schools.
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Historical Political, Economic, Social Issues and Events of the 1930s
Date

Event
Bureaucratic
Organizer

Professionalization
of the Principalship

Educational
Research

1932

President Franklin
D. Roosevelt

1933
Thru
1936

The New Deal
Program

1939
Thru
1945

World War II

Description
A person who utilizes
bureaucratic principles in an
organization. (hierarchytop-down authority,
structure, specialization of
job-scope, rules covering the
rights and duties of
employees)
The principalship was
recognized as a profession
with supervisory and
managerial responsibilities.

Research included scientific
management, business
efficiency and economy in
schools.
Franklin D. Roosevelt was
elected the 32nd president of
the U.S.

A series of economic
programs passed by the U.S.
Congress and implemented
in the United States during
the first term of President
Franklin D. Roosevelt. The
New Deal was a response to
the Great Depression and
addressed the “3” Rs, relief,
recovery, and reform.
The largest war in history.
The war was a global
conflict which pitted the
forces of democracy and
liberalism (Allied Powers)
against the forces of fascism
and nationalistic militarism
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Impact
The beginning of
bureaucratization of
American public
schooling and the
beginning of a hierarchy
within the educational
system.
The principalship was
distinguished from
teaching. Also,
universities enhanced
the professionalization
of the principalship by
establishing special
courses for school
leaders.
Research provided
educators a method to
solve problems in
schools.
He initiated widespread
social welfare strategy to
combat the economic
and social devastation of
the Great Depression.
Federal funds were
provided for education
of the unemployed and
for school construction

Principals were expected
to be effective leaders
and to preserve and
extend American
democracy in schools.
They had to revise the
school’s curriculum to

(Axis Powers). More than
40 million men and women
served in the arm forces by
1944 and, civilian and
military deaths exceeded 55
million.
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support democratic
values; and had to adjust
school programs to
address war emergency
needs. Further, schools
were opened to the
community and were
used as a distribution
center to ration coupons.

THE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL PRINCIPALSHIP: TODAY AND TOMORROW
IN 1948 – 1958
(Twenty-Seventh Yearbook)
The 1948 study is the second Ten-Year Study conducted by the Department of
Elementary School Principals, a division of the National Education Association (NEA).
The first study was conducted in 1928. The 1948 study was referred to as the TwentySeventh Yearbook published by the Department of Elementary School Principals. The
purpose of the 1948 study (Twenty-Seventh Yearbook) was to analyze the status of the
principalship, appraise the progress accomplished since the 1928 study, and to make
recommendations for the next decade concerning the principalship.
The 1948 survey only included members of the Department of Elementary School
Principals. The questionnaires were only sent to teaching and supervising principals. The
survey participants also included principals who worked in cities where the population
was under 5000. The elementary principals who participated in the study were from the
following geographical regions in the United States: New England, Middle Atlantic, East
and West North Central, South Atlantic, East and West South Central, Mountain, and
Pacific. A questionnaire was mailed to 7,500 principals in the fall of 1946. The
department received 1,413 responses from supervising principals and 413 responses from
teaching principals. As in the previous 1928 study, supervising and teaching principals
were defined on the questionnaire.
The questionnaire included questions that covered the following topics: personal
and professional characteristics of principals, the principal’s economic status, school
enrollment and building facilities, the personnel resources of the school, the principal’s
status in the school system, how the principal used his time, general and specific
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supervision phases of supervision, community relationships of principals, standards of
local school systems, state standards and legal status, in-service education of principals,
available college preparation, specific content of professional courses, and local and state
principals’ associations.
The 1948 report was more representative of cities with a population under 5000
than responses reported in the 1928 study for smaller communities. As a result, the
median student enrollment reported for 1928 was generally higher when used to represent
all principals. This would not have been the case if the sampling had included a higher
proportion of the smaller towns and communities.
When the 1948 study was conducted, a new era in education was beginning. For
example, the concepts of crowded, mobility, and the interdependence of mankind took on
a new meaning. The viewing of television became an important daily activity. In
addition, the prevention or control of polio and other contagious diseases were being
eradicated. Usually, medical procedures such as inoculations were administered at the
school site for children and the community. Further, educators learned more about
individual differences, emotional development and the education of exceptional children.
Thus, educators and education stakeholders began to speak out for elementary education.
The 1948 study emphasized that the major role of the elementary principal should
be focused on supervision of teachers and the improvement of instruction. This role was
important to the future of America because it would assist teachers in preparing children
to function adequately in the changing political, economic and social conditions in the
nation. Even more, the study emphasized that this major role of supervising and teaching
principals was limited because they did not have enough time to devote to supervision of
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teachers due to managerial tasks. For example, in 1948, principals spent 15% of their
time during clerical work. In order to address this issue, the 1948 Yearbook Committee
recommended that when an elementary school enrollment reached 200 students and
employed eight or more teachers, the principal should be freed from full-time teaching.
Thus, this move on behalf of school districts would be economically acceptable. Further
to address the issue, the 1948 Yearbook Committee recommended that elementary
principals devote less time to community activities (lay organizations). For example, in
the 1948 study, principals devoted 3.1 hours to community activities (lay organizations)
as compared to 2.0 hours reported in the 1928 study.
The study included a section outlining the procedures utilized in selecting and
employing elementary school principals in large cities. For example, the procedures
included tests, interviews, college or university preparation requirements, experience, and
appraisal by committees or personnel boards which included elementary school
principals. The 1948 study continued to have a profound effect upon individual
principals, state and local standards, and college preparation programs.
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Historical Political, Economic, Social Issues and Events of the 1940s
Date
1941

Event
World War II

Human Resource
Movement

Expansion of the
school’s curriculum

Emergence of equal
education
opportunity for all
children

1944

G. I. Bill

Description
World War II was a global
conflict that was underway
by 1939 and ended in 1945.
It was the most widespread
war in history. It involved
most of the world's nations
which included all of the
great powers. Two opposing
military alliances were
formed, the Allies and the
Axis.
The objective of the
movement was to motivate
employees to perform
productively on the job by
using democratic
management. The principles
of the movement were
people centered in
organizations.
The curriculum should stress
“an education in life for
living” and “learning to do”
rather than “learning about.”
The quality and equality of
education for children of
color, immigrants, and
children from low-socio
economic backgrounds were
being questioned.
The Servicemen’s
Readjustment Act of 1944,
known informally as the G.I.
Bill.
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Impact
Principals were expected
to be effective leaders
and to promote the ideas
of democracy in schools
and the community.
Also, principals had to
adjust the school
program to war
emergency needs.

Principals used
democratic management
in the school to integrate
all employees within the
school into a cooperative
whole. Stakeholders
were included in the
decision making process
Social issues should be
included in the
curriculum to meet the
social needs of all
children
The quality and equality
of education for all
children set the stage for
Brown v. Board of
Education.
Provided federal funds
for World War veterans
to continue their
education in college (or
high school or
vocational education).

THE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL PRINCIPALSHIP IN 1958 – 1968
A Research Study
(Thirty-Seventh Yearbook)
The 1958 study is the third Ten-Year Study conducted by the Department of
Elementary School Principals, a division of the National Education Association (NEA).
The study was referred to as the Thirty-Seventh Yearbook. Similar studies were
conducted in 1928 and1948. The yearbook (study) was one of the regular services
provided by the department to its members and the profession. Likewise, the purpose of
the 1958 study focused on the principal’s position in its functional setting and the
principal as a person.
Elementary principals who participated in the survey were selected from a sample
of elementary school principals in urban school districts. The sample included every
fourth principal listed in school directories who were members and non-members of the
Department of Elementary School Principals. The directories available did not account
for the total number of elementary school principals in urban school districts. According
to the NEA Research Division, the number was about two-thirds of the total elementary
principals listed in the directories. The survey was sent to elementary principals who
were designated as the person in charge of the school. Consequently, some principals
who received the survey taught full or part-time in the school. The survey was sent to
principals who had any combination of grades K-8. Grades in units organized as junior
high schools were excluded. The elementary principals who participated in the study
were from the following geographical regions in the United States: New England, Middle
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Atlantic, Southeast, Middle, Southwest, Northwest, and the Far West. A questionnaire
was mailed to 4,384 principals in April 1957. The questionnaire response rate was 55%.
The questionnaire included questions that covered the following topics: the
principal and supervision, the principals as instructional supervisor, the principal and
administration, organizational characteristics of elementary schools, school resources
available to the principal, school and community interaction, the principal’s average
workweek, the principal’s experience, the financial status of principals, education for
elementary school administration, and professional associations of elementary school
principals.
The first chapter in the study emphasized the political, economic, and social
issues and events that existed in the United States, and in children’s lives in which the
elementary school principal had to operate. For example, space exploration, the
launching of satellites, preventive health care measures (Salk Vaccine), availability of
electronics in the home (television), and changes in the traditional family and home
make-up. Further, democratic values in the nation during this era were closely related to
committed democratic goals in public schools. It was the responsibility of principals to
translate those goals into activities and experiences for students in the school.
Accordingly, elementary principals during this era had to be experts in human relations
and adhered to democratic goals. Likewise, the values of democracy were dynamic and
eternal, and it was believed that a continuous effort should be made toward full
attainment of those values was considered the supreme goal of the elementary school
principals during 1958.
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The 1958 study included four additional chapters which included articles that
encouraged elementary school principals to utilize the content of the study as a guide in
working for the future of school children and the elementary principalship. Further, the
available information and facts reported in the survey on the principalship were more
conservative than they were in the previous two surveys to describe the principalship in
the urban areas. Finally, based on the survey data received during the study,
recommendations and challenges facing the principalship were included in the study.
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Historical Political, Economic, Social Issues and Events of the 1950s
Date
1945
thru
1950s

Event
The Cold War

Description
The Cold War was the
conflict between the
Communist nations led by
the Soviet Union and the
democratic nations led by
the United States following
World War II.
A movement that was based
on theories drawn from
educational, psychological,
sociological and business
research. The movement
focused on the total
organization and issues
involved in the management
of work and workers.
A U.S. land mark Supreme
Court case that ended
segregation of public schools
for African American
children.

Late
1940s
thru
1950s

The Administrative
Theory Movement

1954

Brown v. Board of
Education

1957

Sputnik

A satellite launched into
space by the Soviet Union.

1958

National Defense
Education Act
(NDEA)

An act passed by Congress
that mandated educators to
promote quality instruction
in science and math.
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Impact
Economically, the
United States
encouraged free trade
throughout the world.

Principals were expected
to administer schools by
using information
derived from empirical
and theoretical work in
various behavioral
science disciplines.
Lead to the “opensystems” approach to
administration; and
socially impacted U.S.
society, including
employment, voting and
all publicly supported
services.
The United States was
forced to enter the space
age and enhance the
math and science
curriculum in public
schools.
Curriculum and
instructional practices in
math and science was
changed in America’s
public schools.

THE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL PRINCIPALSHIP IN 1968 – 1978
A Research Study
The 1968 study is the fourth Ten-Year Study conducted by the Department of
Elementary School Principals, a division of the National Education Association (NEA).
Similar studies were conducted in 1928, 1948 and 1958. The purpose of the 1968 study
were to obtain information concerning the various titles (and types) of principals, to
describe their professional and personal characteristics, to explore their duties and
functions, and to obtain principals’ opinions concerning certain school practices.
The elementary principals were randomly selected using a two-stage random
sample design. The participants included “teaching principals” and “supervising
principals” who had a Bachelor or Master’s Degree or higher. The elementary principals
who participated in the study were from the following geographical regions in the United
States: Northeast, Southeast, Middle and West. An eight page questionnaire, consisting
of 72 questions was mailed to 2,551 principals in February 1967. The questionnaire
response rate was 91.7%.
The questionnaire included questions that covered the following topics:
characteristics of principals, experience and preparation, working conditions, the
principal and administration, organizational characteristics of elementary schools, school
resources available to the principal, the principal and supervision, school and community,
use and evaluation of certain practices, how principals rate special school programs and
financial status of principals.
During the 1968 study, federal support for education and educational innovation
were at a pinnacle point in the United States. New ideas in designing school buildings,
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teaching strategies, and curriculum content were articulated and supported by the federal
government. Economically, educators’ salaries were increasing to attract qualified
professionals to the principalship and classroom. In addition, during this era, teachers’
strikes were rare and almost unthinkable. During this decade, of prosperity and positive
feelings about education, most principals and teachers were affiliated with the same
professional organizations, NEA and their state education association.
When the 1968 study was conducted, it was considered an era of rapid scientific
progress, better socio-governmental goals, vast expenditures for foreign aid and wars.
The era was noted for strong political leadership and unprincipled competition among
aspiring leaders. Additionally, it was the period of rapid communication. Ecomically,
before the decade ended, Americans witnessed financial restrictions in domestic
programs for education, health, and welfare. Consequently, based on the data received in
the 1968 study and societal issues and events, a chapter was included in the study that
outlined implications for the future of the principalship.
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Historical Political, Economic, Social Issues and Events of the 1960s
Date
1963
1966

Event
Assassinations of
American Leaders

1965

Vietnam Conflict

Description
President John F. Kennedy
Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr.,
Civil Rights Leader
Senator Robert F. Kennedy,
Democratic Presidential
candidate

Impact
Socially, the country
was in a state of
unrest. Riots
increased and race
relations decreased.
The passage of the
Civil Rights Acts
was in limbo.
A protracted conflict between Social unrest in the
South Vietnam (with its
country and anti-war
principal ally, the U.S.) and
protests, loss of
North Vietnam, in which
American lives.
South Vietnam was fighting
Economically, the U.S.
to prevent being united with
spent millions of dollars
North Vietnam under
fighting the war.
communist leadership.

Expansion of Space
Exploration

The U.S. continued to place
high emphasis on the space
program since the launching
of Sputnik.

Social Freedom

American expressed and
demonstrated social freedom
in the United States.

Civil Rights
Movement

The civil rights movement in
the United States was an
organized effort to abolish
public and private acts of
racial discrimination against
African Americans and other
disadvantaged groups.
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Children witnessed the
first American
Astronauts to walk on
the moon and the
science/math curriculum
continued to expand in
schools. Also, the
interest in space
exploration was
promoted in U.S.
schools. For example,
school children attended
space camps, etc.
Sexual freedoms, long
hair, mini skirts and the
use of illegal drugs
emerged in society.
Marches, protests, urban
riots, deaths of innocent
children and American
citizens took place
during the movement.
Also, as a result of the
Civil Rights Movement,
the Civil Rights Act of
1964 was passed by

Congress.

Open-Education
Movement

1964

Civil Rights Act of
1964

1965

Elementary and
Secondary
Education Act
(ESEA)

A movement that influenced
the organizational structure
and practices in schools. The
movement’s hallmarks were
project-based learning.
Students were provided
choices in what and how they
learned.

Influenced educational
practices in school.
Example: team teaching,
flexible scheduling,
individualized
instruction, non-graded
schools. Also,
graduation requirements
were reduced and
electives were expanded.
The Civil Rights Act of
Authorized federal
1964 was a landmark piece of lawsuits for school
legislation in the United
desegregation.
States that outlawed major
forms of discrimination
against African Americans
and women, including racial
segregation.
Congress enacted the
The act provided
Elementary and Secondary
additional federal funds
Education Act of 1965
to public schools to
(ESEA). It was the most
educate children in
expansive federal education
poverty.
bill ever passed to date, as
part of President Lyndon B.
Johnson's "War on Poverty."
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THE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL PRINCIALSHIP IN 1978 – 1988
A Research Study
The 1978 study is the fifth Ten-Year Study conducted concerning the status of the
elementary principalship. In contrast to previous studies (1928, 1948, 1958, 1968), for
the first time, the 1978 study was conducted by the National Association of Elementary
School Principals. Previously, ten-year studies had been conducted by the Department of
Elementary School Principals, a division of the National Education Association. The
purpose of the 1978 study was exclusively a study of the world of the elementary school
principal.
Elementary principals were randomly selected from a comprehensive list of over
59,000 principals which consisted of members and non-members of NAESP. Principals
were selected from the list using the following two criteria: (1) head principals of schools
including any of the grades from kindergarten to sixth grade and (2) principals who
worked in schools that enrolled more than 50 students. Geographical regions included
states in New England, Mideast, Southeast, Great Lakes, Plains, Southwest, Rocky
Mountains and Far West in the United States. An eleven page questionnaire consisting of
98 questions were mailed to 2, 577 principals in April 1978. The questionnaire response
rate was 66.4%.
The questionnaire included questions that covered the following topics:
principal’s personal characteristics, experiences and professional activities, salary and
benefits, the principal and the school, the principal’s role with the school system, the
principal and collective bargaining, and the principal’s problems and opinions.
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The 1978 study showed a significant contrast to the 1968 study. There was less
support politically to provide financial support for educational innovation. The theme for
this study was “learning to live with less” because of decreased resources and increased
responsibilities. For example, legislative and judicial decisions forced schools to provide
new services to children, such as free breakfast, immunizations and services to handicap
children. Additionally, since the 1968 study, there was less diversity in the principalship.
In fact, there were fewer women and minorities in the principalship. In addition, there
was less agreement among professional educators on all issues. As a result, principals
and teachers formed separate professional organizations to voice their viewpoints.
Accordingly, based on the survey data received and the current societal issues and events,
and the political involvement in education, an epilogue was included in the study
concerning the future of the principalship.
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Historical Political, Economic, Social Issues and Events of the 1970s
Date

1972

Event
Standardized Test
Scores declined

Description
A summative test given to
students to measure academic
progress attainted during a
school year.

Crimes, drugs and
violence increased

Social issues plagued and
deteriorated communities
in the United States.

Home School
Movement

A movement led by John
Holt to educate children at
home. This movement was in
response to the dissatisfaction
of a “failing school system”
in America.

Accountability in
America’s Schools

Policy makers, parents and
other stakeholders demanded
increased student
achievement in schools.

1. Lack of interest in
the Brown v Board
of Education
decision
2. Continued protest
of the Vietnam War
Title IX

(see description on p. 81
referenced in the 1950s &
information in the 1960s
Decade)

A climate of political
and social unrest in the
country escalated.

The U.S. Congress passed the
Title IX Education
Amendment Act prohibiting
sex discrimination

Sex discrimination in
federally funded
education programs and
activities were
prohibited.
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Impact
The public lost
confidence in the public
education system and
was reluctant to provide
additional financial
support.
As crimes, drugs and
violence increased in
communities, schools
were also faced with
these social issues within
the school.
The number of children
attending public schools
decreased and children
attending home schools
increased. Also,
financial support
decreased for public
schools.
School Districts were
held accountable for
student achievement.
Advocacy promoted
“Back to the Basics”
(curriculum) so children
would know how to
read, write and compute.

1975

The U.S. Congress passed
Public Law 94-142
(Education for ALL
Handicapped Children Act)
A new way of thinking to
Human Resources
address academic
Development
Concepts or (Human performance and other school
problems by utilizing
Resource Model)
stakeholders’ involvement,
commitment, abilities and
energies as resources in
achieving school goals.
An “Open System” interacts
Schools had to
with their environments. The
become an “Open
input-output relationship of
System”
the school to its larger
environment is an endless
cyclical interaction between
the school and its larger
environment.
Public Law 94-142
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The law provided
educational opportunities
to disabled children.
The role of the principal
was facilitating holistic
human development in
schools. Also, this
provided buy-in and
ownership of school
goals and problems by
school stakeholders.
It was the responsibility
of the principal to
educate and involve the
community concerning
school activities.
Further, principals were
forced to extend the
scope of leadership
activities in communities
because of the changing
social situations of the
1970s.

THE K-8 PRINCIPAL IN 1988 – 1998
A Ten-Year Study
The 1988 study is the sixth Ten-Year Study in a series of research studies
launched in 1928. The Ten-Year Study was conducted by the National Association of
Elementary School Principals. When A Nation at Risk was published in 1983, it placed
education in the public “spot light” and sparked a series of national reports that called for
improvement of the educational system. Further, this explosion of public interest placed
more emphasis on the importance of the principal’s leadership in the life of a school. The
purpose of the 1988 study explored the importance of the principal’s job. Additionally, it
identified conditions principals encountered as they provided leadership for their school’s
instructional program.
Elementary principals were randomly selected from a list of all public schools
which consisted of members and non-members of NAESP. Principals were selected
covering any of the grades from K through 6, with the exception of K-12 grade schools.
In addition, principals who were assigned to schools with middle grades, early childhood
centers and the more traditional K-4, K-6, and K-8 structures were also included in the
study. All geographical regions in the United States were represented in the survey. An
eight page survey instrument containing 84 questions were mailed in the spring of 1987
to 2,414 principals. The survey response rate was 34.5%.
The questionnaire included questions that covered the following topics: Personal
characteristics of principals, professional characteristics of principals, professional
preparation of elementary and middle school principals, the principal and the school,
contracts and conditions of employment, evaluation of principals, authority of the
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principal, the principal and collective bargaining, issues and problems before the
principal.
The 1988 study was significantly different from any of the previous studies.
Principals had experienced extraordinary changes during the decade. For example, no era
in the history of education, even the “golden years” that followed the launching of
Sputnik, had witnessed such intensity on school operations and the quality of programs in
America’s schools. This was directly the result of the 1983 publication of A Nation at
Risk: the Imperative for Educational Reform. Numerous reports swiftly followed,
demanding education change and reform to improve education. The improvement in
America’s schools was vital because it would impact the United States ability to
effectively compete in the “information age” and the global economy.
In addition, the demand for change in schools was based on a return to a solid
intellectual and academic focus, and was heavily promoted as being necessary to the
nation’s economic and political survival. As a result, new federal and state mandates
were enacted which focused on the preparation of principals, modifications in the
operation and curriculum of individual schools and school districts.
Socially, during the decade there was an increase in the number of at-risk
children, including some who did not speak English as a first language. Additionally, the
number of children residing in single-parent households increased and an increased
number of students returned home each day without any adults being present.
Consequently, the study provided a glimpse into the future and suggested societal issues,
events and trends that would likely have an impact on the principalship in the future.
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Historical Political, Economic, Social Issues and Events of the 1980s
Date
1980

Event
Formation of the
U.S. Department of
Education

Description
A cabinet level department of
the United States
government.

Impact
The department was
solely responsible to
focus on education in the
United States.

1983

A Nation At Risk:
The Imperative for
Educational Reform

The report stimulated
national movement to
reform public education
in the nation.

1984

U. S. Presidential
campaign Issue
(Education)

1986

NASA Space
Shuttle Challenger
Disaster

A report published by the
National Commission on
Excellence in Education.
The report outlined the
impact the educational
system had on America’s
future; economically,
socially, and internationally.
During the presidential
election between Ronald
Reagan and Walter Mondale,
education was a major
campaign issue and one of
two issues on President
Ronald Reagan’s political
platform.
Challenger disintegrated after
launch, killing all of the crew
onboard. This was the first
disaster involving the
destruction of a NASA space
shuttle.

1989

Domestic Summit on President George H. Bush
assembled the nation’s
Education
governors in Charlottesville,
Virginia for a domestic
summit on education.
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Education was placed in
the national spotlight and
was given national
attention as one of the
nation’s most important
issues.

Socially and
emotionally, this disaster
stunned the nation. One
teacher and six
astronauts lost their lives
in the disaster as school
children watched the
launch. Also, all shuttle
flights suspended and
much of the U. S.
manned space flight
program temporarily
halted.
Policies were established
that caused a massive
shift in power over
education from local to
federal government.

Effective Schools
Movement

The Effective Schools
Movement popularized by
Ronald Edmond and other
advocates, represented a
composite of ideas on school
effectiveness.

Competition with
Japan

Economically, Japan had
emerged as a country with a
strong work force for
producing goods.

Escalation of Drug
Use in the U.S.

Drugs became a serious
problem. Cocaine was
popular among celebrities
and crack, a cheaper and
more potent drug, turned the
inner cities into war zones.
Computers experienced
explosive growth. The IBM
computer was the dominant
computer for professional
users. Commodore was the
most popular home
computer.

Technology
(Computers)
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One concept of the
movement was strong
leadership in schools by
principals. This was
identified as one of the
most important factor in
school improvement.
Also, curriculum
innovation. This would
address world-wide
competition, failure of
urban renewal efforts,
and the academic and
social conditions for
minority children in
schools and
communities.
Congress and the
business community
were forced to call for
innovation in the
school’s curriculum to
prepare students for the
work force.
Public schools
experienced students
using drugs in schools.
This was very prevalent
in inner city schools.
Socially, computers were
used in the homes.
Economically, computer
became more popular in
business/industry.
Computers did not
become popular in
schools until 1983.

THE K-8 PRINCIPAL IN 1998 – 2008
A Ten-Year Study
The 1998 study is the seventh Ten-Year Study in a series of research studies that
began in 1928 and the last study conducted during the 20th century. The Ten-Year Study
was conducted by the National Association of Elementary School Principals. During this
decade, there was a greater focus on increased accountability to meet performance
standards to improve the academic performance of students. Likewise, that
accountability was reinforced through performance-based funding of education. From a
social perspective, traditional family values had continued to deteriorate and the school’s
population had become more diverse. Thus, these factors helped determine the purpose
of the 1998 study which was to provide answers based on principals’ perception
concerning the following: What effect the above changes had on the role of the principal,
on the job of the principal, on the people who currently serve as principals, and what are
the implications for recruitment, preparation, and support of the next generation of
principals?
Elementary principals were randomly selected which consisted of members and
non-members of NAESP. Principals were selected who enrolled students in grades K-6.
Additionally, principals who were assigned to schools with middle grades, early
childhood centers, and the more traditional K-4, K-6, and K-8 structures were also
included in the study. Principals were excluded who enrolled students in grades K-12.
All geographical regions in the United States were included in the survey. The survey
instrument used in the 1998 study was developed by a panel that included National
Distinguished Principals, a representative of the Educational Research Service, NAESP
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staff, and the authors of the study. An eight page survey instrument consisting of 73
questions were mailed during the spring of 1997 to 3,000 principals. The questionnaire
response rate was 44.1%.
The questionnaire included questions that covered the following topics:
responsibilities and authority, decision making at the school site, experience and
preparation for the position, conditions of employment, concerns of principals, status
questions, your school and the school district, and express your views.
The 1998 study emphasized increased accountability pressures from the public,
educational stakeholders and policy makers. These groups placed increased pressure on
principals and district administrators to be accountable for achieving performance
standards. During the latter part of the decade, emphasis was placed on school choice,
charter schools, home schools, vouchers and performance standards for students and
teachers. As a result of these alternatives to public school education, principals were
compelled to increase their marketing and political efforts to ensure continuing financial
support from the public and local, state and federal policy makers. Additionally, the
advancement in technology forced many principals to struggle to stay abreast concerning
how to use the most recent innovations and applications to improve administrative tasks
and classroom instruction.
Socially, the American society had become more diverse and this diversity was
reflected in the student population. Further, schools in 1998 were a microcosm of
society. Children faced the promise of the information age and the peril of a nation
plagued by violence. Social and emotional strife threatened to rob them of the joys of
childhood. In lieu of these conditions and the data received from principals, the final
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chapter in the study summarized the researchers’ reflections, and included implications
for policy and action for the future of the elementary principalship.
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Historical Political, Economic, Social Issues and Events of the 1990s
Date
1990

Event
Six National
Education Goals

1991

Gulf War
(Desert Storm)

1991

Dissolution of the
Soviet Union
(Cold War ended 1990)

Information Age

Digital Technology

Description
Following President George
H. Bush Domestic Summit
on Education in 1990 the
nation's governors adopted
six National Education Goals
to enable the country to
develop standards of
performance for all schools
and to measure progress
toward the achievement of
those standards.
An international conflict
triggered by Iraq's invasion
of Kuwait in August 1990.
The U.S. led coalition,
utilized technological
superiority, defeated the
armed forces of Iraq in a sixweek air and a 100-hour land
campaign with minimal
coalition casualties.

Impact
Public schools were
required to meet the
national goals by 2000.
Resources were
provided by the federal
government. Emphasis
placed on accountability
and standardized testing
in public schools.

The USSR was formally
dissolved on December 25,
1991. All fifteen republics
of the Soviet Union became
independent sovereign states.
The dissolution of the
world’s largest communist
state marked the end of the
Cold War.
This decade was the true
dawn of technology used by
the general public. (worldwide web, e-mail, ecommerce websites, ecommerce companies)

This led to realignment
and reconsolidation of
economic and political
power across the world
and within countries.

Digital technology included
cell phones, 24 hours news
broadcast (cable News

Digital technology
connected the world
globally, which
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Politically and socially
the war weakened Iraq’s
ability to continue the
development of nuclear,
chemical and biological
weapons.
Economically, it
protected Kuwait’s rich
oil fields and the export
of oil to other countries.

Widespread use of
technology in the U.S.
and world-wide, which
connected people
globally and
economically,
influenced business
practices.

Network (CNN).

Mass mobilization
of capital markets
(neoliberalism)

1994

Goals 2000:
Educate America
Act

1994

Advancement of
Free Trade
endorsed by
President Bill
Clinton

1996

Welfare Reform Act

A political movement
beginning in the 1960s that
emphasized the efficiency of
private enterprise and opened
markets to promote
globalization. It is also an
approach to economics that
opened up markets to trade
by limiting protectionalism,
privatized state-run
businesses, allowed private
property and back
deregulation. Further, it
produced a more efficient
government and improved
economic health of the
nation.
The Educate America Act
was passed by Congress and
outlined six national
education goals. Also, a
framework was established
to identify world-class
standards to measure student
progress and to provide the
support that students needed
to meet the standards.

The North American Free
Trade Agreement (NAFTA)
was a treaty signed by the
United States, Canada and
Mexico in 1991 that went
into effect in 1994. The
countries were the largest
free market in the world and
the economies of the nations
were more than 6 trillion
dollars.
The 1996 Welfare Reform
Act, officially the Personal
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influenced the political,
economic and social
climate in the United
States.
This led to consistent
economic growth for the
U.S.

Public schools were
required to meet the
national goals.
Resources were
provided to states and
communities to ensure
that all students reached
their full educational
potential. Also, federal
funds were used for preservice and professional
development.
Prosperity increased in
the U.S and many
countries, institutions,
companies and
organizations were
prosperous during the
era.

The U.S. experienced a
reduction in poverty.

Responsibility and Work
Opportunity Reconciliation
Act of 1996, replaced the
federal program of Aid to
Dependent Children
(AFDC), founded in 1935 as
part of the Social Security
Act, and later known as Aid
to Families with Dependent
Children (AFDC).

Era of increased
Democracy

Educational
Reforms

Restructuring
Movement
(Education)

Decentralization of
the DecisionMaking Process in
Schools

The law made cuts in
assistance programs for
children and families
totaling $54 billion over
six years. It abolished
Aid to Families with
work and training
program for welfare
recipients. The welfare
reform legislation
tightened the eligibility
rules for awarding SSI
disability benefits to
children.
Period when democratic
Globally, countries
principles replaced
moved from totalitarian
dictatorial governments.
regimes to
democratically elected
governments
During this era, educational
Reforms were
reforms to restructure
implemented to address
schools continued.
the educational needs of
an increased diverse
student population and
society.
The Restructuring Movement Multiple reform models
was the second wave of
were implemented in
educational reforms in the
schools across the nation
United States to improve
to improve
education.
instructional
methodology and
curriculum;
administrative
management and
organization; and the
allocation and use of
resources.
School stakeholders were
empowered to participate in
the decision making process
concerning issues in the
school.
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This contributed to the
quality of important
decisions made in the
school. Also, the staff
was highly motivated
and provided knowledge
and good ideas and took
ownership for decisions

Charter School
Concept

An educational reform
initiative to provide an
alternative choice to educate
children.

Escalation of
crimes, violence and
drugs

Crimes, violence and the
illegal use of drugs increased
in the United States.
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made (buy-in).
The Charter School
concept gained wide
spread support among
bipartisan politicians
and began to open
across the United States.
Violence and illegal
drugs increased in
schools. For example,
the Columbine High
School Massacre
occurred in 1999.

THE K-8 PRINCIPAL IN 2008
A 10-Year Study
The 2008 study is the eighth Ten-Year Study in a series of research studies
launched in 1928. The Ten-Year Study was conducted by the National Association of
Elementary School Principals and is the first study conducted in the 21st Century. The
purpose of the 2008 study was to obtain information about the education climate, the
challenges principals face, the students they serve, and the conditions they work under.
Further, the 2008 study compared and contrasted findings concerning the status of the
elementary principalship with previous studies. Thus, this study devoted more attention
to the history of the elementary principalship.
The survey instrument used in the 2008 study was developed by the NAESP
Standards Advisory Committee. The general make-up of the committee included
principals who represented different geographical regions in the country. The committee
reviewed the 1998 survey instrument and recommended key issues that should be
addressed in the 2008 study. NAESP randomly selected elementary principals to
participate in the survey. Two data sets representing members of NAESP and nonmembers were sent to the Educational Research Service (ERS). The data sets were
composed of elementary principals in schools that included grade five. ERS prepared the
lists for the survey, and compared the number of principals in each state from both data
sets with national statistics to ensure that the data accurately reflected the population of
elementary principals on a state-by-state basis. Further, ERS identified a random sample
of 3,300 principals from both data sets to be surveyed. Principals from both data sets
received the same survey instrument. For the first time, principals had the option to
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respond to the survey on-line or to mail it back to ERS. The number of survey completed
was 594. All responses from the survey were considered as one survey data set. The
survey report did not distinguish NAESP members’ responses from non-members.
The 2008 study was structured to generate trend data. The questionnaire included
questions that covered the following topics: the typical elementary school principal today,
NCLB and your school, responsibilities and authority, decision making at the school site,
experience and preparation for the position, principal’s own professional development,
the principalship: conditions of employment, concerns of principals, status questions, and
the school and school district.
The 2008 study provided a historical perspective about the principalship. The
status of the principalship in the 2008 study was compared with previous studies’
findings that dated back to 1928. Throughout the study, the author provided a
retrospective overview of how principals’ responses and perceptions of the principalship
were different and alike, since 1928. This retrospective overview also referenced the
political, economic, social issues, and events in the United States that influenced
education and the principalship. Collectively, with other primary and secondary source
data, analyzed data from previous Ten-Year Studies, and data from the 2008 study
provided a rich perspective on the evolution of the elementary school principalship and
elementary education in the United States over a span of 80 years. Additionally, the
study provided data, reflections and implications that assisted NAESP and other
education stakeholders in making certain predictions about the future of the principalship.
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Historical Political, Economic, Social Issues and Events of the 2000s
Date

Event
Transformative
Leadership

2000

Election of George
W. Bush

2001

No Child Left
Behind (NCLB)

2001

911 Attack

Description
Transformative
leadership is a catalyst for
innovation in
organizations and for
changing employees’
behavior who work in the
organization.
He was the 43rd President
of the United States.

On January 8, 2002,
President George W.
Bush signed into law the
No Child Left Behind
Act. This act was a
congressional
reauthorization of the
Elementary and
Secondary Education Act
of 1965 (ESEA) and is
also known technically as
Public Law 107-87.
The date of the massive
terrorist attack on the
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Impact
It promoted teamwork
and comprehensive
school improvement.

Politically and
socially, the nation
was in an uproar
concerning the highly
contested election
between him and
Vice-President Al
Gore (candidate).
Also, NCLB was
proposed by George
W. Bush’s
administration and
passed by Congress in
2001. The
mismanagement of the
Katrina Hurricane
relief effort, and the
apparent insensitivity
of the President, led to
a dramatic decline in
the president’s
popularity.
NCLB Act of 2001
placed increased
accountability on
states and school
districts to
academically improve
America’s elementary
and secondary
schools.

The war impacted the
country politically,

United States, resulting in
the collapse of the World
Trade Center's twin
towers and surrounding
buildings, and part of the
Pentagon building. The
attack, carried out by
members of Osama bin
Laden's al-Qaeda terrorist
organization, occurred on
September 11 (9/11),
2001. Since 911 is the
nationally recognized
emergency telephone
number, many people
started to refer to the date
as 9-1-1.

War on Terror

Military action taken by
the U.S. after the 911
attack on the World
Trade Center in New
York. The invasion of
Iraq and Afghanistan was
part of the War on Terror
initiative.

Globalization

Globalization is the
process by which the
economies of countries
around the world become
increasingly integrated
over time. This
integration occurs as
technological advances
expedite the trade of
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economically and
socially. The
establishment of the
department of
Homeland Security,
the passage of the
USA Patriot Act,
Aviation and
Transportation
Security Act, and
indirectly led to the
U.S. wars in
Afghanistan and Iraq.
The attacks had
economic impact on
the U.S. and world
markets. Jobs were
lost and the economic
effects were mainly on
the economy’s export
sectors. There was a
greater focus on home
life and time spent
with family, higher
church attendance and
increased expressions
of patriotism in homes
and schools.
Politically, the U.S.
action by invading
Iraq lead to a loss of
support for the
American
Government. Also,
the loss of lives and
billions of dollars
spent fighting the war.
Economically,
globalization
continued to influence
the world in 2000.
Business process out
sourcing of services to
foreign countries
impacted the loss of
jobs in the U.S.

goods and services, the
flow of capital, and the
migration of people
across international
borders. Globalization
can also refer to the
efforts of businesses to
expand their operations to
new countries and
markets.
Internet (increased The United States has
over 67.7 million people
usage)
subscribed to the top
broadband providers,
which account for 94% of
the market. In 2008, over
5.4 million high speed
internet subscribers were
added, compared to 8.5
million in 2007.

2005

Hurricane Katrina

2008

Economic Crisis of
2008

Economically, the
internet served as a
tool to buy and sell
items-on line and has
contributed to
globalization.
Socially, it provided
interaction between
people of different
cultures. Also, there
was an increased
usage of the internet in
schools.
A hurricane which
Impacted the nation
devastated much of New politically,
Orleans, and led to the
economically and
largest US domestic relief socially. Also,
effort in history.
displaced families and
school children
throughout the
country. It also raised
accusations of racial
prejudice, with
campaigners for civil
rights asserting that
relief would have been
more forthcoming had
the victims not been
overwhelmingly poor
and Black, but rich
and White.
It was a severe global
Economically and
economic problem that
socially, homes were
began in December 2007 foreclosed, businesses
and took a particularly
closed, jobs were lost,
sharp downward turn in
the poverty rate
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2008

Election of Barack
Obama

2009-2010

Race to The Top
(RTTT)

September 2008. The
crisis was described as
the largest financial crisis
in the U. S. since the
Great Depression.
The 44th President of the
United States. He was
the first African
American U.S.
President.

Competitive federal
grants to support
education reform and
innovation in the
classroom.
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increased and the
number of Americans
receiving federal
assistance increased.
Socially, Many
Americans viewed his
election as a sign of
progress in the area of
race relations. Also,
he implemented Race
To The Top (RTTT)
competitive grants
(federal funds) to
support education
reform and innovation
in the classroom.
Initially, the amount
of $4.35 billion was
awarded to eleven
states and the District
of Columbia.

APPENDIX
E: Ten-Year Studies Trend Data (Table 4)
Table 4.
Ten-Year Studies Trend Data
Ten-Year
Studies
Gender
Male
Female
Median Age
Male
Female
Total
Median Age at
Time of first
appointment
Master’s Degree
or Higher
Median School
Enrollment
Average Total
Hours Worked
Weekly
Annual Term of
Employment
Less than 10
months
10, less than 11
months
11, less than 12
months
12 months
Salaries
Unadjusted
Adjusted to
2008 Value
Years as
Principal in
Current School
and all together
In Current
School
1- 3 Years
4-9
10-19

1928

1948

1958

1968

44.5%
55.5

59%
41

62%
38

78 %
22

82 %
18

80 %
20

58 %
42

39 %
61

43.4
48.5

44.4
50.4
46.5

43.7
52.0
47.6

43
56
46
46

45
47
46
33

47
45
47
34

50
50
50
36

49
51
50
40

16%

67%

82%

90%

96%

98%

99%

99%

632

520

536

540

430

430

425

450

44

44

47

50

50

51

54

56

20.0%

21.4%

7.0%

5.7%

2.1%

4.0%

63.0

47.2

43.8

40.0

41.5

24.6

5.0

13.9

19.2

21.5

16.0

24.3

12.0

17.9

30.0

32.8

40.4

47.1

1956-57
$6,600
$50,569

1966-67
$10,200
$65,751

1977-78
$21,500
$70,997

1986-87
$39,988
$75,788

1997-98
$60,285
$79,629

2007-08
$84,506
$84,506

37.6%
32.4
23.1

34.1%
42.7
19.7

36.7%
37.6
21.3

25.2%
45.9
22.6

41.5%
39.4
16.2
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1978

1988

1998

2008

20 or more
Median
All Together
1- 3 Years
4-9
10-19
20 or more
Median
Number of
Separately
Named Schools
Served
One
More than one
Formal
Evaluations
At least once a
year
Once every 2
or 3 Years
Rarely or not
at all
Morale of
Principals
Excellent
Good, could
be better
Bad, could be
worse
Very bad
Frequency of
Commendation
by
Superintendent
or other Central
Office
Administrators
Frequently
Sometimes
Seldom
Never
Total Years of
Employment as
a Professional in
Education
9 or less
10-19
20-19
30 or more

6

10

6

10.5

5

6.9
5

3.5
5

4.2
5

6.3
6

2.9
6

9

22.3%
30.1
31.6
16.0
9

15.4%
33.8
37.7
13.2
10

16.6%
29.4
36.0
17.9
11

7.1%
34.3
38.1
20.5
11

20.8%
34.3
30.7
14.2
10

85.5%
14.6

82.3%
17.7

87.6%
12.3

90.6%
9.4

96.1%
3.9

68%

85%

76%

80%

10

8

13

12

22

8

11

8

38.9%
51.2

38.7%
53.5

34.8%
59.7

8.6

6.9

5.1

1.3

0.8

0.4

13%
42
32
13

19%
47
28
6

16%
45
28
10

22%
44
27
8

7.0%
38.4
43.6
11.0

2.4%
36.8
44.5
16.3

1.0%
15.9
58.3
24.9

4.0%
32.4
26.2
37.4

13.3%
40.3
18.6
27.7
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Median
Willingness to
become a
principal again
Certainly
would
Probably
would
Probably not
Certainly not
Principalship:
Final Career
Goal
Yes

63%

18

20

22

25

25

52.9%

49.1%

50.5%

51.5%

58.4%

33.8

33.8

33.1

33.0

30.0

12.1
1.2

13.7
3.3

13.7
2.7

13.3
2.2

10.1
1.5

56%

57%

46%

58%

38%

Title: Years as Principal in Current School and All Together (Data for studies 1928-1968
are from supervising principals).
Reference
Protheroe, Nancy (2009). The K-8 Principal in 2008: A Ten-Year Study. Alexandria,
VA: National Association of Elementary School Principals.
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APPENDIX
F: Research Findings

The table below summarizes and outlines the research findings concerning the
roles and responsibilities of the elementary principalship the past 80 years. Additionally,
the political, economic, social issues, and events that influenced the elementary
principalship are included in the table.

Decade

Principal’s
Description

Roles and
Responsibilities

1920

Value Broker
and
Scientific
Manager

Principals were religious
leaders and promoted
traditional spiritual and
civic values in the school
and community. Also,
principals used the
principles of scientific
management in schools.

1930

1940

1950

Executive
Manager

Democratic
Leader

Theory-guided
Administrator

Principals adopted
business principles to
operate schools and were
a bureaucratic organizer.
Principals’ duties were
primarily administrative
and not instructional.
Principals promoted
ideals of democracy and
utilized democratic
management practices in
the school.

Principals used
administrative theories to
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Influences
(Political, Economic, Social
Issues and Events)
The Religious Movement
Scientific Management
Principles
World War I Intelligence and
Achievement Tests
Formation of the Department
of Elementary School
Principals (NAESP)
Bureaucratic Principles
Professionalization of the
Principalship
Educational Research
The New Deal Program
World War II
Human Resource Movement
Expansion of the curriculum
Emergence of equal education
opportunity for ALL children
The Administrative Theory
Movement

operate schools. Also, a
tremendous amount of
time was spent managing
detailed planning, and
implementing school
activities.
1960

Bureaucratic
Executive

Principals used
bureaucratic principles to
manage schools. Also,
scientific strategies were
used for planning and
measuring.

Brown v Board of Education
The launching of Sputnik
National Defense Education
Act
Open-Education Movement
Accountability Movement
Civil Rights Movement and
Civil Rights Acts of 1964
Elementary and Secondary
Education Act (ESEA)

1970

Humanistic
Facilitator

Principals used human
resources development
concepts in schools.
Also, principals used
political and personal
skills to develop humane,
affectively oriented
schools that connected to
the community in
positive ways.

Vietnam Conflict
Standardized Test Scores
declined
Accountability in Schools
Home School Movement
Human Resource Model
Schools as “Open Systems”
Title IX & Public Law 94-142

1980

Instructional
Leader

Principals were problem
solver, resource provider,
vision setter, and change
agent; and were
accountable for the
educational outcomes in
the school. Thus,
overseeing the quality of
the instructional program
was the most important
task for principals.

The escalation of crimes,
drugs and violence
Formation of the U.S.
Department of Education
A Nation At Risk Report
The 1984 U. S. Presidential
campaign issue (Education)
The 1989 Domestic Summit
on Education
The Effective Schools
Movement
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1990

Instructional
and Managerial
Leader

Principals balanced
instructional and
managerial leadership
duties in the day to day
operation of schools to
accomplish the school’s
goals.

Six National Education Goals
Information Age and Digital
Technology
Goals 2000: Educate America
Act
Educational Reforms
Restructuring Movement in
Education
Decentralization of the
Decision Making Process in
Schools
Charter School Concept

2000
thru
2008

Transformative
Leader

Principals were
responsible for meeting
accountability demands
from policy makers and
stakeholders to improve
academic achievement in
schools. Also, principals
were vision setters,
provided staff with a
sense of purpose
(mission), and had the
ability to inspire workers.

NCLB Act of 2001
School Accountability
911 Attack & War on Terror
Globalization
Internet (increased usage)
Hurricane Katrina
Economic Crisis of 2008
Race to The Top (RTTT)
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APPENDIX
G: Permission Letter

September 30, 2013
To Whom It May Concern:
This is to verify that NAESP granted Yvonne Griggs Allen permission and sent
her the Ten-Year Studies of the Principalship that were conducted by the
association in 1928, 1948, 1958, 1968, 1978, 1988, 1998, and 2008 to use in her
research for her dissertation. The title of her dissertation is Historical
Perspectives of Public School Elementary Principals in the United States: An
Analysis of Eighty Years of Studies Commissioned by the National Association
of Elementary School Principals.
We are proud that a former President of NAESP has chosen to focus her
dissertation on this topic and we are pleased that our Ten-Year Studies are being
used for this purpose. We look forward to the possibility of sharing the
dissertation findings with our Board of Directors to inform their planning and
actions on behalf of our nation’s elementary and middle-level principals.
Please let me know if you need further validation or if you have any questions.
Sincerely,

Gail Connelly
Executive Director
National Association of Elementary School Principals
1615 Duke Street, Alexandria, VA 22314
(703) 684-3345 (ext. 250) gconnelly@naesp.org
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The University of Memphis Institutional Review Board, FWA00006815, has reviewed
and approved your submission in accordance with all applicable statuses and regulations
as well as ethical principles.
PI NAME: Yvonne Allen
CO-PI:
PROJECT TITLE: Historical Perspectives of Public School Elementary Principals in the
United States: An Analysis of Eighty Years of Studies Commissioned by the National
Association of Elementary School Principals
FACULTY ADVISOR NAME (if applicable): Larry McNeal
IRB ID: #2892
APPROVAL DATE: 10/7/2013
EXPIRATION DATE: 10/6/2014
LEVEL OF REVIEW: Exempt
Please Note: Modifications do not extend the expiration of the original approval
Approval of this project is given with the following obligations:
1. If this IRB approval has an expiration date, an approved renewal must be in effect to
continue the project prior to that date. If approval is not obtained, the human consent
form(s) and recruiting material(s) are no longer valid and any research activities
involving human subjects must stop.
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Thank you,
Ronnie Priest, PhD
Institutional Review Board Chair
The University of Memphis.

Note: Review outcomes will be communicated to the email address on file. This email
should be considered an official communication from the UM IRB. Consent Forms are no
longer being stamped as well. Please contact the IRB at IRB@memph;s.edu if a letter on
IRB letterhead is required.
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